Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 1 of 74

Exhibit B



- Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 2 of 74

United States District Court
Northern District of Oklahoma

Expert Report of Michael J. McGuire, PhD, PE, BCEE
January 26, 2009
Prepared for

State of Oklahoma, et al. v. Tyson Foods, Inc., et al.
Case No. 4:05-¢v-00329-GKF-PJC

Los Angeles, Califomia




Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC - ‘Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 3 of 74

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS ..ot s iii
LIST OF TABLES ..coiuieteteuiverrrrsbisssssssssssssssssmssssestssase 15011000 s samesssa s sasasssssssssd 40444818 ssnnsnmnrasmsssrssnrnsnss v
SUMMARY OF EXPERT OPINIONS .......................................................................................... 1
EDUCATION, EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS ..o ssssnesssans 2
T T 0 L o) OO OO OSSP PP PP TP PRT TS TP PRI TOR ST P IR 2
Disinfection ByProdUEtS ...t 4
Regulatory Development EXPCLIENTE ..virrernnnensrst ittt 4
Reservoir Management and CyanotoXin EXperience ... 5
Groundwater Contamination and Water Quality COnCerNs oo 6
Drinking Water Quality Management and Regulatory Compliance......ocnnsnnnn 7
RELEVANT DRINKING WATER LEGISLATION. .......... ST U USSP P OPOTORRSO 8
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and AMENAMENTS .cccviiriiiiin 3
State Primacy Under the SDWA ... s 8
WATER TREATMENT IN ILLINOIS RIVER AND LAKE TENKILLER WATERSHED ....... 9
WALEE ULHLIES I TRW ooeeieeiecrrreesvssssns et nes b e a8 s sat e b s s b s a e sa e 80400 R R SR 9
Water Treatment Used by Ultilitics in IRW ., . JUPOPPTRRRPPPRPP | |
BASIS OF EXPERT OPINION #I—DISINFELI ION BYPRODUC l cerererrseersneneeessinns 13
Disinfection Byproducts Regulatory History... s, 13
1979 Trihalomethane Regulation Leading to Recent DBP Rules......oooiiiiiiinne 13
Information CoUREHON RUIE ..o e 14
Stage I DBP RULE..o.v.ccomusiitricicinnssisssss s e s 14
SHAEE 7 DBP RULE.oonveeovisiseinsisississsssssass s b bbb 15
Oklahoma DBP Regulatmm ................................................................................................. 16
Sources of DBP Precursors in Water SUpplics ... 16
IRW Utility TOC and DBP Data ........cooovenmrnevsinnnims C I L
TOC Dat@ from IRW UHIHES ......ovvoveviiiiiice s s 19
Comparison of IRW and ICR TOC ValUugs .....ovvovevovnnicnn s 22
TOC Data for U.S. Water UtIIHIEs, ..o 22
TRW and ICR TOC DA, seeevississssssssm s sasssis s s s sssss s s sasans 23
DBP Data for IRW Water UHTHES (oo 24
DBP MCL Compliance for IRW Ulilities... . 26
Assessment of DBP Production by IRW Unlmes OO 1.
Comparison of IRW and ICR TTHM VAIUES ..o 30
Comparison of IRW and OKahoma DBF ValUes ... 32
Potential Impact of Stage 2 DBPR ont IRW UNHTIES i 34
Broken Bow TOC and DBP Data ... tsisinnsasesss g 37
Information on Broken Bow Reservoir and Broken Bow PWA ........... Y 37
Broken Bow Reservoir TOU DalQ.........ovcvciiimnn i e 38
Water Treatment by Broken Bow PWA ..o 38
Broken Bow PWA DBP D@ . ...ccoueeecereeieniississsis s s s s s sssas s 39
Cooke and Welch Expert Report--DBPS ..o 40
ML COMPUGRCE 1eeveererereriseceeeesbare s e s 40
Cooke's Recent Concerns abour Reproductive Toxicity of DBFs .. ceeererenenneenrenssaenens 4
Importance of Watershed Conirol of Precursors and AWWARF Re search Rnle ................. 42



- Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC - -Bocument-2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 4 of 74

CDM DBP SUFVEY 1ccveeniiriiiieaeress i1t sa s s a0 AR e 43
Cooke and Welch Report DBP Data ARGIVSIS s 44
Trihalomethane Formation Potential and Sources of TOC v, 48
Application of Canadian DBP Model to Lake Tenkiller Utilities ..o 50
Comparison of Water Quality in Lake Tenkiller and Broken Bow Reservoir .........ovvvvner 50
Summary of Cooke and Welch Opinions on DBPS ..., 54
Teaf Expert Reporte—=DBPS ..ot b 54
Sources of DBPs and Organic Mater ... 55
Errors Comparing DBP Data with MCLs, MCLGs and Chloraform Risk Based Screening
F Y OO OO OO SR T PR 56
Error Comparing THMFP and TTHM Data ... 58
Error with OWRB Surface Waler CHICFIG v ot 59
Summary of Teaf OPiRions. ... b 60
King Expert Report—DBPS. .o 61
Error Understanding DBP Regulations ..o 6l
No Need for Remediation of Water Treatment Plants in the IRW ... 62

Error with Treatment Costs for Water Treatment Plants in the IRW ... 62
Mistake with Population Categories....... s 06

MecGuire Expert Opinion #1==DBPS ..o 67
BASIS OF EXPERT OPINION #2—TASTE AND ODOR ..., 68
Taste and Odor Regulation in Drinking Water ... 68
History of Taste and Odor INVESHZATIONS ... 69
Cooke and Welch Expert Report—Taste and Odor. ... 70
Oklahoma Water Quality Sandards ... e 71
Cyanobacteria and Taste and OQOT ... 72
Teaf Expert Report—Taste and Odor ..., 73
Taste and Odor Investigations that Should Have Been Conducted ..., 76
King Expert Report—Taste and Odor ... 77
McGuire Expert Opinion #2—Taste and Odor......ee.... TN T .78
BASIS OF EXPERT OPINION #3—CYANOTOXINS s 79
Cyanotoxins on Contaminant Candidate Lists.......oovncinss 79
Cyanotoxins and the Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule ... 79
Algal Toxin Regulatory or Guideline Values ..., T PPOTRRRS 80
CYANOLOKIN CICCUFFERCE ..o ctoiverisiiet et s bbb gl
Cooke and Welch Expert Report--CyanotoXing ... 82
Teaf Expert Report--CyanotoRinS . e s s 84
Cyanotoxin Data from IRW and Other Lakes in Oklahoma ... 85
MeGuire Expert Opinion #3--CyanotoXins ... 85
BASIS OF EXPERT OPINTON #4—RESIDENTIAL WELLS e 86
Nitrale i U.S. GrOUNGWELET ..oeccereseeeeeicss s s TS e 86
Plaintiffs’ Expert Reports—Nitrate in Residential Wells.......cn 87
Residential Well Remediation Claims ... s 89
MeGuire Expert Opinion #4—Residential Wells o 90
BASIS OF EXPERT OPINION #5—SAFETY OF DRINKING WATER SERVED BY MW
L 0 I 2 OO T P PP PSSP PPTTYSLTITSRTITPSRRRMAII 91
McGuire Expert Opinion #5—Satety of IRW Drinking Water.......ov 92
REFE REINCES 1ovviveievesvsvsistassstasisastasssssestsssssssasssessasssarssssieamass et aasnrsrsssbtsbasesEsa s s s e SRR 2 93

ii



- Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009

APPENDICES

A—Resume of Michael J, MeGuire

B—=Schematics and Narrative Descriptions of IRW WTPs

C—TOC Data for IRW Utilities

D—DRBP Data for [IRW Utilities

E—Watcr Quality and Treatment Information for Broken Bow PWA

ABBREVIATIONS/ACRONYMS

AOC
BBPWA
BDOC
CDM
CLSA
CwWs
DBP
DBPMX
DBPR
DOC
EwWG
HAA
HAAS5
IDSE
[RW
LRAA
MiB

N

n

O&M
OWRE
OTC
Ppb
PWA
PWS
RAA
SDSTHM
SMCL
SUVA
T&O
THM
THMIFP
TTHM
TON
TTC
UCMR
USGS
WHO
WTP

assimilable organic carbon

Broken Bow PWA

biodegradable organic carbon

Camp Dresser & McKee

closed-loop stripping analysis
Community Water System
disinfection byproduct

distribution system sampling point with maximum residence time
Disinfection Byproducts Rule
dissolved organic carbon
Environmental Working Group
haloacetic acid

sum of five HAAs

Initial Disteibution System Evaluation
Nlinois River Watershed

Locational Running Annual Average
2-methylisoborneol

Nitrogen

number of dala points

Qperation and Maintenance
QOklahoma Water Resources Board
odor threshold concentration

part per billion

Public Works Authority

Public Water System

Running Annual Average

simulated distribution system THM
secondary maximum contaminant level
Specific Ultraviolet Absorbance

taste and odor

trihalomethane

THM formation potential

Total trihalomethane

threshold odor number

taste threshold concentration
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule
LS. Geological Survey

World Health Qrganization

water trcatment plant

iii

Page 5 of 74



Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 6 of 74

LIST OF TABLES
Page

Table |. IRW Water Utilities and Populations Served..... i 10
Table 2. Summary of Water Treatment in IRW Treatment Plants.......ooovi i 12
Table 3. Summary of Raw Water TOC Data for IRW Utilities.......ovrviiimnn 20
Table 4, TOC Average Percent Removals at IRW WTPs, 2005-2008................onmnn 21
Table 5. Overall Average TTHM Data for IRW UtIIHES...covvvicvrrmcrnrsssssccinnnnn 23
Table 6. Overall Average HAAS Data for IRW ULtIEs. oo, 26
Table 7. Summary of Stage 1 DBPR MCL Violations for [RW Utities. ..o 27
Table 8. Comparison of Treatment Efficiencies and DBP production by

TRW UBIIIEIES. 01 0vrreuereersseesmrerrerrsrsssasssssesesesseseieseassass s sssm e nsnas s s sasasss st asasssesssnnsasasseressans 29
Table 9. Broken Bow PWA Water Treatment PrOcesscs .o 39
Table 10. Comparison of a Subset of IRW Utility TTHM Data—EWG

v5. COOKE aNd WEICH. ...ovieeirviins s s 46
Table 11. Capital and O&M Costs for Utilitics to Comply with the

Stage 2 DBPR....ocoioitiiiiiii bt 64
Table 12. Population Categories Uscd by King and Associated EFTOrS.....ooiinne. 67
Table 13. Odor and Taste Thresholds for DBPs in Water......ovinnn, 75
Table 14. Prioritization of Algal Toxins According to a USEPA-Convened

TEChIICA] PANCLc.viuvreviiserrensesiere et b s T s 80
Table 15. Domestic and International Guidelines for a Select Group of

Cyanobacteria TOXINS. uriiierieneererienssnrrns s s e 81



- Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009

LIST OF FIGURES
Figurc 1. Water Treatment Plant Intakes in the Oklahoma Portion

of the Illinois River Watershed. ...
Figure 2. Generalized Fate and Composition of Organic Matter During

Wastewater TIEALMENL........oimiiimss s e
Figure 3. Corrected—TTHM/HAAS Related to “Eutrophication™.........occovnnnnn,
Figure 4. Geographic Distribution of National TOC Occurrence in

Surface Water and Groundwater...
Figure 5. Explanation of Box and Whisker Plots
Figure 6. Comparison of Raw Water TOC Valucs Across the U S w1th

Raw Water TOC Values in IRW Water Treatment Plant Influents
Figure 7. Comparison of Distribution System TTHM Values Across the

U.S. with TTHM Values (Surface Water Sources) in TRW Distribution

SYSEEIMS..c..v.ereeacsereesisisebes sss bbb a b0 EEE SRR s
Figure 8. Comparison of Distribution System TTHM Values Between

IRW Utilities and Al Surface Water Utilities in Oklahoma.........cccceeeeinns
Figure 9. Comparison of Distribution System HAAS Values Between

[RW Utilities and All Surface Water Utilities in Oklahoma.......ovinnn
Figure 10. Calculated LRAA Values for Historical Sequoyah Co

Water Assoc TTHM Data.. ... ervsisessermsnn i s
Figure 11. Calculated LRAA Values for Historical Sequoyah Co

Water ASSOC HAAS Dat.......ocvovmmininincroniiin s s
Figure 12. Calculated LRAA Values for Historical Tahlequah

PWA TTHM Data... .
Figure 13. Calculated LRAA Values For Hmoncal Iahlequah

PWA HAAS DA i ianssssss s ssss e s s s s s s
Figure 14, Broken Bow Reservoir and Broken Bow PWA Water

TOLAKE LOCAIION. 111srersersarsrrensenrersensasses e s e bbb s 1
Figure 15. Comparison of Raw Water TOC Values Between Lake Tenkiller

and Broken Bow RESEIVOIr.. v ierernnsisissnssanienssresterssesssiossssnsn,
Figure 16. Comparison of Distribution System TTHM Values From

Utilities Serving Water From Lake Tenkiller Versus Broken

BOW RESETVOIT ...ttt iiersserrrrss st saane s st et bbb s
Figure 17. Comparison of Distribution System HAAS Values From

Utilities Serving Water From Lake Tenkiller Versus Broken

BOW RESEIVOIL . cuieeirrrreessrrressssss e st e
Figure 18. Raw Water TOC Concentrations Versus Finished Water TTHM

Concentrations for ICR treatment PLAnts........ccomrnniiinann,
Figure 19, Microcystin Distribution in U8, LaKCs...ov e
Figure 20. [nactivation of Microcystin LR by Chlorine.........

Figure 21,

Predicted Nitrate Concentrations in LLS, Groundwater........covvvecinennnnennn

Y

Page 7 of 74

.............. 53

56



Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 8 of 74

Expert Report of Michacl J. McGuire, PhD, PE, BCEE
January 26, 2009

INTRODUCTION

In this report, 1 will present my expert opinions on the drinking water quality characteristics of
water served to people in the [ifinois River Watcrshed (IRW), a discussion of the expert opinions
presented by scveral of the plaintiffs’ experts, and a summary of my education, experience and
qualifications.

My expert opinions are based upon my evaluation of the scientific literature as well as my
education, experience and qualifications in the field of disinfection byproducts, taste and odor,
cyanobacteria production, groundwater quality and regulatory compliance in the drinking water
field.

I have been retained as an expert testifying witness for the defendants in the case shown on the
title sheet of this report. My billing rate is $400 per hour, plus expenses, and plus the time spent
by colleagues assisting me under my direction at their established billing rates. A copy of my
resume is included in Appendix A, which lists my published articles and papers, depositions and
court testimony.

SUMMARY OF EXPERT OPINIONS

1. Tt is my opinion, based on a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that application of
poultry litter to fields in the IRW has no discernable impact on the levels of total organic
carbon in TRW waters. The production of trihalomethanes and haloacetic acids in water
served by utilities providing drinking water from Lake Tenkiller and the Illinois River
cannot be linked to the application of poultry litter in the IRW. The only DBP MCL
compliance problems in the IRW are associated with three utilities (out of 18) and are
caused by ineffective design or operation of their treatment facilitics and not poultry
litter. It is also my opinion that there is no imminent and substantial endangerment to
human health associated with disinfection by-products in drinking water served by IRW
utilities.

2. Based upon a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, it is my opinion that the evidence
and opinions presented by plaintiffs’ experts do not establish that there are significant
taste and odor problems in the IHinois River Watershed, including Lake Tenkiller.,
Poultry litter cannot be considered the source of problems that have not been proven.

3. It is my opinion, based upon a reasonable degree of scicntific certainty, that the plaintiffs’
experts have not demonstrated any link between the two low level concentrations of
microcystin found in Lake Tenkiller with poultry litter use in the IRW. It is also my
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opinion that there is no imminent and substantial cndangerment to human health
associated with cyanotoxins in drinking water served by IRW utilities.

4. It is my opinion, based upon a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that no
connection has been made by the plaintiffs” experts between nitrate as a result of field
application of poultry litter and nitrate concentrations in residential wells in the IRW and
that no remediation of residential wells is neccssary.

5, Itis my opinion, based upon a reasonable degree of scicntific certainty, that the water
served to customers of utilities using the Tllinois River and Lake Tenkiller is safc and
does not pose a danger to human health.

EDUCATION, EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS

| received my Bachelor of Scicnce degree in civil engineering from the University of
Pennsylvania (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) in 1969. My Master ol Science degree in
environmental engincering was earned at Drexel University (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) in 1972
while working full time for the Philadelphia Water Department. | finished my Doctor of
Philosophy degree (environmental engineering) also at Drexet University in 1977.

I am currently employed as President of Michae! J. McGuire, Inc. which is headquartered in Los
Angeles, California. From April 1, 2005 1o August 1, 2008, I was a Vice President with the
consulting engineering firm Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. (MP) in Santa Monica, California. | was
President and CEQ of McGuire Environmental Consultants, Inc. (MEC) from 1992 to 2005.
Prior to that (1979 to 1992), I held several positions with the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (Metropolitan), the largest drinking water utility in the United States.
Between 1984 and 1990, I was Dircctor of Water Quality where | was responsible for the water
quality being delivered to 16 million people in Southern California. Before Metropolitan, 1
worked for a national consulting engineering firm, Brown and Caldwell; for Drexel University as
a rescarch assistant; and for the Philadclphia Water Department as a civil/sanitary engineer.

Taste and Odor

[ have been actively engaged in the ficld of taste and odor problems in drinking water since 1973
when I took my qualifying exams for my Ph.D. in the theory of taste and odor detection,
occurrence and treatment. At Metropolitan during 1979 to 1990, 1 instituted the most
comprehensive taste and odor contral program of any water utility in the U.S, Elements of the
program included:

e Management of the design and implementation of an innovative analytical methodology to
determine earthy/musly odorants at part-per-trillion levels—closed-loop stripping analysis,
which has been included in Standard Methods since the 16" edition in the early 1980s.
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» Adaptation of the Flavor Profile Analysis (FPA) method from the food and beverage industry
for use in drinking water tastc and odor evaluations. The FPA method is also included in
Standard Methods.

= Design of a comprehensive rescarch program to determine the cause of earthy/musty odor
problems in six, very large Southern California reservoirs. Once the causes were determined,
an early warning system and effective taste and odor contro! strategies were implemented in
those reservoirs.

» Management of an extensive rescatch project funded by the American Water Works
Association (AW WA) Research Foundation, "Optimization of the PEROXONE Process for
Disinfection By-Product Formation, Taste and Odor Control, and Disinfection," 1988-90,

Developing the taste and odor early warning system at Metropolitan required the establishment
of a cyanobacteria monitoring program in two major reservoirs (Lake Mathews and Lake
Skinner). Tdevcloped a comprehensive reservoir sampling program in concert with
microbiologists on my staff which included the use of Scuba divers to sample benthic blue-green
algae growths. Planktonic algae were monitored extensively especially during critical taste and
odor cvents in these reservoirs.

While at Metropolitan, I was directly responsible for fielding and managing the resolution of
thousands of consumer complaints related 1o taste and odor problems as well as other water
quality issues.

From 1992 to 2008 while T was employed by MEC and MP, | managed and conducted dozens of
taste and odor research investipations and projects for water utility clients to identify and solve
specitic taste and odor problems. | have designed and conducted four consumer panel studies of
the taste and odor characteristics of various constituents in drinking water, The consumer panels
have consisted of 57 to 100 pcople and have investigated the impacts of reverse osmosis
treatment, MTBE concentrations, high mineral content, chlorine concentrations and water
hardness levels in water supplies.

I have been involved with the AW WA Taste and Odor Committee as a member (1983-83, 2000-
2004); Chair (1993-1998); and liaison as Trustee of the Water Quality and Technology Division
(2004-present). | have been a member of the Specialist Group on Tastes and Odors in Drinking
Water (1983-present) under the International Water Association (and preceding organizations). For
that group | was the Keynote Speaker at the Fourth International Symposium on Off-Flavors in the
Aquatic Environment, October 2-7, 1994, in Adelaide, Australia. Along with two others, | edited the
proceedings of that symposium.

In 1998 and 1999, I was an expert consuitant to a study that determined the odor threshold
concentration of MTBE in drinking water of 15 parts per billion (ppb) using, for the first time, a
consumer panel and a standard method (ASTM Method E679-91). Generally referred to as the
Stocking study, the results of this investigation were used by Health Canada to set a Canadian
drinking water guideline for MTBE of 15 ppb,
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I was designated as an expert witness, accepted by the court and testified at trial in 2002 on the taste
and odor characteristics of MTBE in drinking water as part of the casc designated South Tahoe
Public Utility District vs. Atlantic Richfield Company et al. No. 999128, Superior Court of
California, County of San Francisco.

Disinfection Byproducts

| have been direcily involved in the field of disinfection byproduct occurrence and control ever
since trihalomethanes were discovered in drinking water in 1974, | managed and led the
evaluation of alternative strategies for compliance with DBP regulations at the Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California during the 1980°s and early 1990°s as Dircctor of Water
Quality. These efforts included the dircct oversight of bench-scale and pilot-scale studies
assessing granular activated carbon, chlorine/chloramine disinfection/DBP control and
ozone/PEROXONE oxidation, The construction and operation of a $13 million oxidation
demonstration facility at the F.E. Weymouth water treatment plant followed these bench and
pilot studics. This work was ultimately published in numcrous journals and as reports to the
American Water Works Association Rescarch Foundation.

In 1992-1993, 1996-1997, and 1999-2000, 1 was the lead technical resource for the Reg Neg and
FACA negotiation processes which resulted in stakcholder agreements for far-reaching federal
waltcr regulations. | participated in all three efforts as a member of the Technology Working
Group (TWG) whose job was to provide answers to cost and technical questions posed by the
negotiators. 1 presented all of the findings of the I'WG to the negotiators and acted as the
“transtator” of technical and policy issues. The Stage 2 regulatory negotiation efforts that
concluded in 2000 resulted in the proposed Stage 2 DBP regulation that was promulgated on
January 4, 2006.

During 1999 and 2000, 1 played a major role in the development and implementation of a data
analysis plan for the Information Collection Rule (ICR) data. T provided leadership in not only
analyzing the data but also in devising methodologies for presenting the results to interested
stakeholders and the Stage 2 DBP negotiation committee. My interest in ICR data analysis
continued when | served as senior cditor of a book entitled Information Collection Rule Dara
Analysis which was published in 2002,

Since 1992, | have consulted with dozens of water utilities in the U.S. helping them devise
control strategics for trihalomethancs and haloacetic acids in the water delivered to their
customers. Clicnts have included Contra Costa Water District, California; Santa Barbara,
California; Tucson, Arizona; Phoenix, Arizona; Valencia, California; Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania; New York, New York; Dallas, Texas; and Carlsbad, California. Currently, I have
been re-engaged by the Phoenix Water Department to review their strategy for using granular
activated carbon to control DBP concentrations in its distribution system,

Regulatory Development Experience

During my tenure at Metropolitan, I was involved in developing several State and federal
drinking water regulations. Tn the early 1980s, I assisted California in the design of the initial
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volatile organic chemical monitoring program that led to maximum contaminant levels for TCE
and PCE in the State. | led negotiations for water utilities with the California Department of
Health Services for the development of the California Surface Water Treatment Rule. From
1987 to 1990, 1 was a member of the USEPA Peer Review Workgroup that developed definitions
of best available technology (BAT) for controlling synthetic organic chemicals and volatile
organic chemieals in drinking water.

Alrcady covered in this section of the report is my detailed involvement in the negotiation,
drafting and promulgation of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 DBP regulations.

In 1998-1999, T was a member of the Committee on Drinking Water Contaminants under the
National Research Council. As part of this Committee, | helped cvaluate a scientifically sound
approach to develop future Contaminant Candidate Lists and to determine the criteria for
regulating (or not) contaminants that appear on the lists,

Reservoir Management and Cyanotoxin Experience

While Water Quality Manager and Director of Water Quality at Metropolitan, I was responsible
for the water quality in two large reservoirs owned and operated by Metropolitan—Lake
Mathews and Lake Skinner (44,200 acre feet). 1 was also responsible for monitoring water
quality at three very large reserveirs operated by the California Department of Water
Resources—Castaic Lake (323,700 acre feet), Lake Silverwood (73,000 acre feet) and Lake
Perris (125,000 acre feet). These reservoirs were the sources of supply for Metropolitan’s five
very large treatment plants with a total design capacity of 1,700 mgd. Turbidity spikes, pH
excursions, and taste and odor problems were part of my water quality management
responsibility. | managed staff collection of in-reservoir water quality data including
temperature and dissolved oxygen profiles, as well as enumerations of planktonic and benthic
algae (including cyanobacteria).

[ designed a comprehensive research program to determine the cause of earthy-musty odor
problems in these reservoirs and designed an in-reservoir taste and odor control strategy using
judicious applications of copper sulfate. Determinations of nitrogen and phosphorus inputs were
part of the reservoir evaluations. Thave personally executed water quality inspection dives in all
of these reservoirs except for Lake Silverwood. Cyanotoxins were just being recognized as an
important reservoir management issue when I was at Metropolitan. We evaluated the potential
contarnination of the water supply reservoirs by cyanotoxins but no analytical methods were
available at that time to monitor concentrations.

Lake Youngs is a critical component of the water supply system for the City of Seattle, Washington,
1 investigated the turbidity excursions and taste and odor problems that occurred in the rescrvoir and
recommended strategies for reservoir destratification.

[ evaluated the source of carthy-musty odors in Lauro Reservoir which serves the Cater Water
Treatment Plant for Santa Barbara, California. The sources of the odors were benthic growths of
bluc-green algae that produced both geosmin and MIB. Similarly, | consulted with the operators of
Lake Casitas (254,000 acre feet) in Ventura County, California. Sources of their taste and odor
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problems were both benthic and planktonic blue-green algae growths. | evaluated the effectiveness
of the Lakc Casitas hypolimnetic aeration system.

I also evaluated the taste and odor problems on the Poudre River and Horsetooth Reservoir and
prepared a taste and odor control research program for the Fort Collins, Colorado water utility.

Groundwater Contamination and Water Quality Concerns

Since January 1980 when T supervised the confirmatory analysis of volatile organic chemicals in
a groundwater sample from the San Gabriel Valley, I have been involved in numerous
investigations of groundwater contamination by organic and inorganic constituents.

From 1997 to 2008, I provided technical assistance to the Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster
to oversee numerous studies investigating nitrate and perchlorate removal from groundwater.
This assistance included the review of current knowledge of nitrate and perchlorate ion treatment
methods, preparation of RFPs on behalf of the Watermaster to solicit treatment proposal ideas,
review and evaluation of the proposals, project management functions, review of the project
findings from the project teams and acted as an interface with regulatory agencies--California
Department of Health Services and Region 1X USEPA. 1 also supervised the design and
operation of ion exchange pilot studies for nitrate and perchlorate control in the San Gabriel
Valley. Ireeently co-authered a paper on the possible national treatment costs for alternative
perchloratc MCLs should an MCL be established by the USEPA. The impact of nitrate ¢o-
occurrence with perchlorate was an important part of that assessment.

In May of 1994, a nitrification episode and loss of chloramine residual occurred in the treatment
and distribution system of the Long Beach Water Department (LBWD). 1 prepared a report
which characterized the organic and inorganic substances present in the well supplies of LBWD.
Based on the data collection phase, operational alternatives were developed so that LBWD could
avoid future problems with nitrification and loss of disinfectant residual in the distribution
system.

[ have provided a variety of consulting services to Mesa Consolidated Water District dealing
with the marginal water quality in two of the District’s wells that required removal of color. 1
managed extensive pilot-scale studies of the ozonation of the colored groundwater with related
bromate control technologies.

During my extensive consulting activitics in Tucson, Arizona (1993-2007), 1 evaluated the water
quality changes in Colorado River Water, which was subjected (o groundwater infiltration and
subsequent extraction for potable purposes. A unique total organic carbon removal mcchanism
(up to 50% removal) during soil passage was documented and investigated.

Since Scptember 2000, 1 have assisted the City of Glendale, California, in its efforts to control
concentrations of hexavalent chromium in its groundwater supply. 1 have conducted and
managed numerous bench- and pilot-scale treatment investigations to remove hexavalent
chromium from groundwatct.
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Drinking Water Quality Management and Regulatory Compliance

As mentioned previously, from 1979 to 1992, T worked for the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California—the largest drinking water utility in the U.S. As Water Quality Manager
and then Director of Water Quality, I was responsible for the control of water quality and
regulatory compliance at five water treatment plants with a design capacity ol 1,700 mgd and for
a distribution system serving up to 16 million people in Southern California.

As Director of Water Quality for Metropolitan, I managed that utility's devetopment of a Total
Coliform Rule Action Plan from 1986 to 1990. 1 also managed Metropolitan's development of a
Surface Water Treatment Rule Action Plan from 1986 to 1990 which included comment on the
proposed rule at the State and federal levels, determination of potential compliance/non-
compliance by evaluating treatment plant turbidity, tracer and CT data, organizing the capital
spending program to make necded treatment plant improvements for monitoring disinfectant
residuals and turbidity, reorganizing the Treatment Plant Liaison Unit staff to deal with expanded
responsibilities under the Rule, hiring new statf, training staff in the Water Quality Laboratory
and five treatment plants and coordinating process and operational changes with Metropolitan's
27 member agencies.

While [ was responsible for regulatory compliance at the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California, therc were no violations of any kind of State and federal drinking water
regulations.

As President of McGuire Environmental Consultants, Inc. and Michael J. McGuire, Inc., | have
provided consulting services on regulatory compliance to dozens of water utility clients
throughout the U.S.
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RELEVANT DRINKING WATER LEGISLATION

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 and Amendments

[n 1974, the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was signed into law as a result of a number of
factors, including an increase in public environmental awareness, the detection of trace levels of
organic compounds in the City of New Orleans' water supply and an epidemiological study linking
higher cancer rates with consumption of treated Mississippi River water. For the first time, the
SDWA authorized the federal government (the USEPA) to establish national drinking water
regulations. National nterim Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NIPDWR) promulgated in
1975 were primarily the adoption of the 1962 U. S. Public Health Service standards. Other
regulations were slow to appear. The 1979 trihalomethane (THM) regulation was onc of the few
new drinking water regulatory initiatives devcloped by the USEPA under the 1974 SDWA.

In 1986, the Congress, frustrated with the lack of progress by the USEPA in meeting the regulatory
agenda, passed amendments to the SDWA which dramatically altered USEPA's ability to selcct the
contaminants to regulate and which specified the implementation schedule. Under the 1986 SDWA
Amendments, USEPA was required to set both Maximum Contaminant Level Goals {(MCLGs) and
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for a specific list of 83 contaminants that had been listed in
the Federal Register. USEPA was given the flexibility of establishing a treatment technigue instead
of MCLGs/MCLs if a suitable analytical technique did not exist. A number of regulations were
promulgated under the 1986 amendments including Phase 2/Phase 5 regulations, the Surface Water
Treatment Rule and the Total Coliform Rule.

Congress again amended the SDWA in 1996 to remove the requirement for the USEPA to regulate
25 contaminants every three years plus other modifications and updates. The USEPA was required
to create a Contaminant Candidate List (CCL) every five years. The 1996 amendments established
a number of regulatory deadlines, including schedules for Stage | and Stage 2 Disinfection
Byproduct Rules (DBPRs).

A significant new requitement under the 1996 amendments was that each water utility would have
to create and distribute a yearly Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) to their customers. The CCRs
were designed to provide information to consumers on the regulatory compliance progress of each
utility and to communicate levels of contaminants of concern to consumers as well as information
on health risks associated with the presence of contaminants in drinking water.

State Primacy Under the SDWA

A cornerstone of the original SDWA and both amendments was the establishment of primacy by
State regulatory agencics. Under the SDWA, each state is required to promulgate and implement
drinking water regulations that were at least as stringent as the federal rules. The State of
Oklahoma's Public Water Supply program under the auspices of the Oklahoma Department of
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) currently regulates more than 1,600 public water supply
systems. These 1,600 public water supply systems serve about 3,2 million customers.
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WATER TREATMENT IN ILLINOIS RIVER AND LAKE TENKILLER WATERSHED
Water Utilities in IRW

Figure 1 shows the locations of the water treatment plant intakes in the Oklahoma section of the
IRW. This figure was originally published in the expert report by Cooke and Welch (2008a).
Three of the utilities withdraw water from the [llinois River or its tributaries above Lake
Tenkiller. The 15 remaining IRW utilities withdraw water from Lake Tenkiller or downstream
of Lake Tenkiller. As noted on Figure 1, the utilities withdrawing water from Lake Tenkiller arc
distributed along the east and west shorelines, Sequoyah County RWD #5 withdraws water from
the lllinois River below Lake Tenkiller dam.

There are a number of other utilitics that use the IRW as a source of supply, but they are located
in the Arkansas portion of the watershed and are not the subject of this report or the plaintiffs’
case,
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-Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 17 of 74

Table 1 lists the 18 utilities in the TRW that will be the major focus of this report. Populations
served by these utilities range from 90 to 18,431 (ODEQ 2008a). Several of these utilities sell
most of their water during the summer tourist season. For regulations adopted under the SDWA,
sampling requirements for these utilities vary significantly due to system size.

Table 1. IRW Water Utilities and Populations Served (ODEQ 2008a)

Water Systam
Number Water Utility Name Population Served* "
DK1021770 Adair Co RWD 5 950
OK1021763 Burnt Cabin RWD 118
OK1021711 Cherokee CO 2 (Keys) 1,239
QRA021721 Chrokee CO RWD 13 2,120
QK1021713 East Central OK 1,200
OK1021730 Fln Feather Resort 150
0K 1021694 Flint Ridge RWD 1,300
QKA1021773 GORE PWA 1,688
OK1021707 LRED (Chicken Creek) 302
OK1021731 LRED {Lakewood) 250
QKRA021703 LRED (Whdcat) 250
QKA021727 LRED (Woodhaven) 200
OK1021702 Petth MT Water a0
QK1021775  |Sequayah Co RWD 5 1,075
QK1020210 Sequoyah County Water Asso 15,719
OK1021701 Tahleguah PWA 18,431
QK1021745 Tenkiler Agua Park 150
QKA1021756 Tenkiller Utility Co 500
Total 45,732

“Source; ODEQ SDWIS web site, hitp:/fsdwis deq.state.ok.us/index jsp
* Inclydes retail and wholesale population served

Water Treatment Used by Utilities in IRW

Water taken from the Ilinois River and Lake Tenkiller is filtcred under the requirements of the
Surface Water Treatment Rule. Table 2 summarizes the treatment systems, chemicals used to
treat water in the IRW and disinfectant residuals in these systems. Appendix B shows
schematics for most of the water trcatment plants in the IRW based on depositions taken from
their operators and from documents provided by the utilities.

In general, conventional treatment (CONV) is used by most of the [RW utilities that have
provided treatment information. CONV is characterized by use of a coagulant, some kind of
mixing/flocculation, sedimentation (also called clarification) and filtration through a granular
media filter (e.g. anthracite-sand). One advantage of this treatment method is that high

10



Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-P3C: - Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 18 of 74

concentrations of coagulant can be added to remove TOC trom the water (in the sedimentation
process) and reduce the formation potential of DBPs in the distribution system. Gore PWA uses
direct filtration (DF) to treat its raw water which means that the system has all of the processes
used in CONV except for the sedimentation basins. Levels of coagulant use in DF are limited
duc to the absence of a sedimentation process,

There is one modern membrane system in the IRW at Cherokee County RWD #13. Membrancs

have some significant advantages over the operation of more traditional CONV and DF systems.

Howevet, coagulants are not used in this system and membrane treatment plants are exempt from
the TOC removal requirement under the Stage 1 DBPR. Slow sand fiitration plants (SSF) which
are used by LRED (Lakewood) and LRED (Woodhaven) arc also not required to add coagulants

and achieve required TOC removals.

Appendix B contains narrative descriptions of the treatment systems at the IRW utilities whose
representatives were deposcd during this litigation. The operators and managers that have been
deposed clcarly believe that the water they produce is safe to drink. All of the systems use
chlorine as their only disinfectant, Compliance with the TTHM and HAAS MCLs was easy for
most of the utilities. Some of the utilities had problems with MCL compliance right after the
Stage 1 DBPR was implemented, but they instituted relatively simple treatment adjustments such
as moving the point of chlorination from the head of the plant to the clearwell at the end of the
treatment processes. As will be discussed later, three of the utilities have had problems
complying with DBP MCLs due to limitations of their treatment processes.

11
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BASIS OF EXPERT OPINION #—DISINFECTION BYPRODUCTS
Disinfection Byproducts Regulatory History

When chlorine and other disinfectants are added to drinking water to control microbial
contaminants, these chemicals react with naturally eccurring organic matter to produce a wide
varicty of trace organic compounds at ppb concentrations, The trace organic compounds
resulting from reactions between disinfectants, inorganic bromide and natural organic matter
(NOM) are generally referred to as disinfection byproducts (DBPs). The most prevalent DBPs in
drinking water are trihalomethanes (THMs) and haloacetic acids (HAAs). THMs were
discovered in drinking water by several researchers in 1974,

1979 Trihalomethane Regulation Leading to Recent DBP Rules

The first U.S, regulation to control THMs was promulgated in 1979. The 1979 THM rule
recognized that regulating thesc DBPs presented a difficult problem compared to the regulation
of other trace contaminants in drinking water. The addition of chlorine and other disinfectants to
drinking water is crucial to the protection of public health, Since the first application of chlorine
to U.S, drinking waters in 1908, typhoid fever and cholera have been eliminated in the U.S. by
the careful application of these important chemicals. Thus, the regulation of THMs had to
balance microbial salety with control of the health risks that werc associated with DBPs. The
1979 THM regulation was thus completely different from other USEPA drinking water
regulations which only had to balance the health risks and control of drinking water
contaminants with the cost of those control measures.

The requirements of the 1979 THM regulation included quarterly sampling in water utility
distribution systems and compliance with a total trihalomethanc (TTHM) 0.10 mg/L maximum
contaminant level (MCL) based on a running annual average of quarterly averages calculated
from all distribution system samples, TTHMs were defined as the sum of the concentrations (in
mg/L) of ¢hloroform, bromodichloromethane, dibromochloromethane and bromoform, The MCL
for TTHMs in the 1979 regulation is generally expressed as 100 pg/L or 100 ppb. For the
utilities serving drinking water in the IRW, an important aspect of the 1979 THM regulation was
that it only applied to utilities serving more than 10,000 people. All but two of the IRW ulilities
(in 1979 and currently) served less than 10,000 and werc not regulated under the 1979 THM
regulation. There were practical as well as public health reasons for not including smaller
utilitics in the 1979 THM regulation. The USEPA wanted the larger utilities to get experience
balancing microbial and DBP health risks and to pass that experience on to smaller utilities as
they were covered in later regulations. Without a clear understanding of how to control DBPs,
there was a concern that smal! utilities might reduce chlorine doses 1o levels too low Lo protect
against microbial diseases.

In the 1979 THM final regulation, the USEPA stated its intention to review the health effects of
DBPs and further regulate this ¢lass of drinking water contaminants as more information became
available. In November 1992, a series of meetings between the USEPA and afleeted
stakcholders began which collectively became known as the microbial/DBP (or M/DBF)

13
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tegulatory negotiation (Reg Neg). The Reg Neg process resulted in an Agreement in Principle
between the stakeholders which laid the groundwork for the Stage 1 DBPR. Once again, the key
feature of the agreement among the Reg Neg parties was a balancing of microbial and DBP risks.
Costs were considered, but the primary focus of the Agreement in Principle and the Stage |
DBPR was not to regulate DBPs to such low concentrations that the risks of waterborne
microbial diseases would increase. In addition, more stringent regulation of surface water
tecatment by the Interim Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule complemented the control of
DBPs.

The Agreement in Principle also specified that 18 months of DBP and microbial data would be
collected from water utilities across the U.S, to form the basis of the Stage 2 DBPR (and to a
limited extent the Stage 1 DBPR). Known as the Information Collection Rule (ICR), the data
collection effort engaged thousands of regulatory and water utility personnel and cost more than
$130 million.

The USEPA and stakeholders continued to meet in 1997 and 1999-2000 under the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (FACA) which resulted in further agreements among the participants
and final versions of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 DBPRs.

Infarmation Collection Rule

The ICR was promulgated on May 14, 1996. As stated in a summary of the ICR: “The purpose
of the 1CR is to collect occurrence and treatment information to help evaluate the need for
possible changes to the current SWTR [Surface Water Treatment Rule] and existing microbial
treatment practices, and to help evaluate the need for future regulation for disinfectants and
disinfection byproducts (D/DBPs).” Under the ICR, 296 water utilities across the U.S. serving
more than 100,000 people participated in the data collection. Information was gathered on 500
water treatment plants operated by those utilities. Millions of picces of data were collected
during the period July 1997 to December 1998 (18 months), The ICR was the largest data
collection effort of its kind ever conducted. Nationwide occurrence of THMs in distribution
systems and source water total organic carbon (TOC) information were described in a book
summarizing the ICR program (McGuire, McLain and Obolensky 2002).

Stage I DBP Rule

The Stage 1 DBPR established a number of new MCLs and revised the TTHM MCL. The MCL
for TTHM was reduced from 100 ppb to 80 ppb. A new class of DBPs, haloacetic acids, was
regulated. An MCL for five of the HAAs (HAAS) was established at 60 ppb. For large waler
utilities, the compliance calculation for these MCLs is cxactly the same as the compliance
calculation under the 1979 TTHM regulation--quarterly sampling in distribution systems and
compliance based on a running annual average of quarterly averages calculated from all
distribution system samples. As mentioned previously, the Stage 1 DBPR required first-time
compliance with DBP MCLs for utilities serving fewer than 10,000 people. The Stage 1 DBPR
was promulgated and published in the Federal Register on December 16, 1996.
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Under the Stage 1 DBPR, the regulation of DBPs is based on risks associated with chronic
diseases such as cancer. The risks arc calculated based upon lifetime exposure to these
compounds in drinking water. Thus, MCL compliance is based on averages over a one year
period. Compliance with the Stage | DBPR MCL for THMs is NOT bascd on single valucs of
THMs exceeding 80 ppb. Also, MCLGs and cancer risk numbers included in the language of the
regulation were never intended to be considered as regulatory compliance levels. The reasons
have alrcady been stated: (1) health risks for DBPs must be balanced with health risks of
waterborne microbial diseases, and (2) compliance is calculated over long periods of time
beeause the health effects are chronic, requiring a long time of exposure before they may become
evident.

Because the Stage 1 DBPR applies to all community water systems regardless of size, utilities in
the TRW serving fewer than 10,000 people were regulated for DBPs for the first time.
Monitoring to determine compliance with the rule was staggered over time, first, to apply to
larger systems and, ultimately, to require monitoring for the smaller systems. The final
implementation of the schedule of monitoring was left up to the primacy agencies—the states.
Monitoring for compliance with TTHM and HAAS5 MCLs by small systems in the IRW appears
to have begun after 2002 (ODEQ 2008a).

Stage 2 DRP Rule

A full evaluation of the DBP data collected under the ICR indicated that utilities were complying
with the MCLs for TTHM and HHAAS based on annual averages of quarterly data, but some
utilities had very high DBP concentrations in parts of large distribution systems. Concerns were
raised during the FACA meetings over shorter-term reproductive and developmental health
effcets for DBPs, This concern resulted in the FACA committee negotiating a change in how
TTHM and HAAS annual averages were calculated. The overall regulatory philosophy of the
MCLs being based on chronic health effects was still maintained in the final Stage 2 rule.
However, an effort in the final rule was made to address the possible short-term health effects.

The Stage 2 DBPR requires that all community water systems conduct additional DBP sampling
at locations in their systems that tend to have high DBPs. The Initial Distribution System
Evaluation (TDSE) will then followed by a revision to the monitoring locations under the Stage 2
rule that reflects these new, higher DBP locations,

A major difference between the Stage 1 and Stage 2 DBPRs is the caleulation of the averages
that are compared to the MCLs. The MCL values for TTHMs and HAAS did NOT change
between the two rules. Under Stage 2, the MCL value for TTHMs will still be 80 ppb and for
HAAS will still be 60 ppb. The basis of compliance for the Stage 2 DBPR MCLs for TTHM and
HAAS will continue to be an annual average calculation. Annual averages will be determined
for each sampling point in the distribution system and compared to the MCLs instead of
calculating annual averages from guarterly averages of all results from the distribution system.
The new calculation method is called a Locational Running Annual Average (LRAA).

15



~Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC: ~—Document-2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 23 of 74

Therefore, MCL compliance with the Stage 2 DBPR will NOT be based on individual TTHM or
HAAS values. Nor will compliance with the regulation be determined by comparing individual
TTHM or HAAS values with MCLGs or calculated theoretical cancer risks.

The Stage 2 rule also requires utilities that experience short-term, high DBP levels to investigate
why these concentrations have occurred and to report that information to the state regulatory
agency, On page 392 of the Stage 2 DBPR preamble is stated:

“3, Operational Evaluation Levels, The TDSE and LRAA calculation will lead to lower
DBP concentrations overall and reduce short term exposures to high DBP concentrations in
certain areas, but this strengthened approach to regulating DBPs will still allow individual
DBP samplcs above the MCL even when systems are in compliance with the Stage 2
DBPR. Today's rule requires systems that exceed operational cvaluation levels (referred to
as significant excursions in the proposed rule) to cvaluate system operational practices and
identity opportunities to reduce DBP concentrations in the distribution system. This
provision will curtail peaks by providing systems with a proactive approach to remain in
compliance.” (USEPA 2006)

The Stage 2 DBPR was promulgated on January 4, 2006 and does not become cffective for any
utility until well after 2012. For utilities serving fewer than 50,000 people, compliance with the
TTHM and HIAA5 MCLs is not required until afler 2013. As of the date of my report, the DBP
regulation in effect is the Stage | DBPR.

Oklahoma DBP Regulations

Oklahoma has primacy under the Stage | DBPR and implements the regulation as defined by the
federal requirements. In calendar year 2007, ODEQ noted that there were 547 state-wide
violations of the Stage | DBPR MCL by 125 systems (ODEQ 2008b). Tt appears that Oklahoma
has not adopted the Stage 2 DBPR. Based on depositions of water utility personnel, the IRW
utilities arc working with the USEPA to get their IDSE monitoring plans approved.

Sources of DBP Precursors in Water Supplies

THMs and other DBPs are produced in drinking water treatment plants and in distribution
systems as the result of complex chemical reactions between organic and inorganic substances in
water and disinfectants (particularly chlorine) added to protect the public from waterborne
discases. The complex production of DBPs can be represented by the following simplified
equation:

organic material + chlorine + inorganic bromide == trihalomethanes + haloacetic acids + other DBPs

Singe the discovery of THMs in drinking water in 1974, rescarchers have been studying the types
of organic materials that act as precursors in the DBP reaction. The organic material cannot be
described as one unique organic compound (or even thousands of named organic compounds)
nar is there one analytical method that completely characterizes the structure, identity or
reactivity of the organic materials that act as DBP precursors. Many researchers in this field

16



Case 4:05-cv-00329-GKF-PJC  Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 24 of 74

refer to all organic material in water as NOM although fractions of NOM may not be from
“natural” sourccs. Other researchers have focused on humic substances to describe a large
fraction of organic material in water:

“The term FUMIC SUBSTANCES refers to organic material in the environment that results
from the decomposition of plant and animal residues, but that does not fall into any of the
diserete classes of compounds such as proteins, polysaccharides, and polynucleotides.
Humic substances arc ubiquitous, being found in all soils, sediments, and waters.
Although these materials are known to result from the decomposition of biological tissue,
the precisc biochemical and chemical pathways by which they are formed have not been
elucidated,” (MacCarthy and Suffet 1989)

Within the last few years, researchers have identified another source of organic material in water
supplies—effluent organic matter or EFOM-—that can contribute to the formation of DBPs upon
chlorination. EfOM is composed of degradation preducts of intluent organic waste and soluble
microbial products that consist of macromolecules and cellular remnants comprised of proteins
and polysaccharides (Krasner et al, 2005; Krasner ct al. 2006; Krasner 2006).

Figure 2 is from the work by Krasner and others and demonstrates the complexity of formation
of EFOM during wastewater treatment.
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Figure 2. Generalized Fate and Composition of Organic Matter During Wastewater Treatment
(Krasner et al, 2005)

There are a number of analytical methods that describe the general characteristics of DBP-
reactive organic materials, including total organic carbon, dissolved organic carbon, UV
absorbance at 254 nm, fluorescence, Specific Ultraviolet Absorbance (SUVA), assimilable
organic carbon (AOC), biodegradable organic carbon (BDOC), simulated distribution system
THMs (SDSTHMs) and THM formation potential (THMFP). Over the past 20-30 years, tests
for the organic materials occurring in water supplies have been able to describe its more intricate
characteristics, such as apparent molecular weight distribution (usually by membrane separation
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or gel permeation chromatography), polarity (by reverse phase liquid chromatography), and
humic and fulvic acid fractions (by XAD resin scparation) (Owen, Amy and Chowdhury 1993).
In addition, there are the more traditional soil science methods for characterizing humic and
fulvic acids and gross measures of protcins, carbohydrates and amino acids (Suffet and
MacCarthy 1989).

Researchers in this ficld commonly describe a division of NOM into two classes: allochthonous
(external sources) and autochthonous (internal sources). However, what does not exist is a
methodology for definitively connecting the organic material in water to its sources or even into
allochthonous and autochthonous categories. For example, there is no analytical method that
separates out the fraction of TOC in a water sample into sources from which it originated, (e.g.,
decay of vegetative material (leaves, grasses, pine needles, wood, plants), hydrolysis of soil
fractions, decay of animal tissues, algae and macrophyte growth (plus death and decay), organic
transformations by many thousands of different kinds of microbes, discharges by industries and
wastewater treatment plants, and non-point source discharges from agricultural operations). In
their reports, the plaintiffs’ experts have not recommended or used any analytical method which
specifically identificd organic molecules coming trom field-applied poultry litter or from algal
metabolism.

Figure 3 is a representation of the complexity of the sources of organic materials in the [RW.
Comparing Figure 3 with Figure T| in Tcaf™s report (Teaf 2008a), it is obvious that Teal has
grossly oversimplified how THMs and HAAs are produced. His oversimplification happens to
support his contention that alt of the DBPs produced by IRW water utilitics are caused by pouliry
litter. There is no proof presented by the plaintiffs® experts that field applied poultry litter
accounts for any of the DBP precursors in the IRW.
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Figure 3, Corrected—TTHM/HAAS Related to “Eutrophication™
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A close examination of Figure 3 shows that it is impossible to associate any production of
TTHM/HAAS with any particular source of precursors. Step A on Figure 3 indicates that there
are multiple possible sources of phospherus (also, nitrogen) in the IRW. Nitrogen and
phosphorus nutrients that end up in the streams feeding Lake Tenkiller and the Lake itself
interact with sunlight, carbon dioxide and the algae already existing in Lake Tenkiller to produce
more algae, Step B. Algae can produce organic compounds (Step C), some of which can interact
with chlorine in the final step to produce DBPs. It is certainly not possible to identify which
source of phosphorus results in the production of which fraction of algac-derived organic DBP
Precursors. '

Algal precursors are part of the mix of other organic DBP precursors (Step D) that exist in Lake
Tenkiller which are present in lake water along with inorganic bromide from natural sources. If
tracking organic materials from the sources to their ultimate fate in a water body were not tough
cnough, microbial degradation of some fractions of the organic DBP precursors occurs in lake
water and sediments which obliterates the identity of the organic matcrial sources.

Water containing this complex mix of organic precursors is taken into a water treatment plant
(Step E) where removal during coagulation-sedimentation-filtration treatrment of a portion of
these organic fractions results in a sub-set mix of organic precursors that is unrecognizable from
both the original sources and from any mictobially mediated changes that took place in the Lake.

Chlorine is then added during water treatment (Step F). Chlorine reacts with the inorganic
bromide and some of the remaining fractions of organic material to produce THMs and HAAs.
The regulatory requircd sampling and measurement of TTHM and HAAS in the distribution
system (Step G) is now completely unconnected to (and unknowable from) specific sources of
organic material introduced into and changed within Lake Tenkiller. The oversimplified picture
of sources of organic DBP precursors presented by Teaf (2008a) in his Figure T1 is clearly not
correct.

IRW Utility TOC and DBP Data

In this section of my report, TOC and DBP data from [RW utilities will be presented and
analyzed.

TOC Data from IRW Utilities

As part of their compliance with the Stage 1 DBPR, utilities treating surface water must collect
monthly TOC data in the raw water (before any trcatment) and in the finished water (after all
treatment is complete). Depending on the treatment plant influent water guality, treatment plants
must achieve TOC percent removals specified in a 3x3 matrix published in the Stage 1| DBPR or
they must mect alternative compliance criteria. All monthly TOC data must be reported to
ODEQ.

ODEQ has posted TOC data provided by the IRW water utilities on its SDWIS web site (ODEQ
2008a). Tablc 3 lists the 18 water utilities in the IRW along with their average raw water TOC
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levels and the period of record. Six utilities are apparently not required to routinely collect and
submit TOC data (i.c., Cherokee Co RWD#13, Fin Feather Resort, LRED [Lakewood], LRED
[Woodhaven], Petit MT Water and Tenkiller Aqua Park). To determine average TOC values,
data that was obviously incorrect had to be removed from the data sct. Any value over 5 mg/L
was discarded unless there was additional information that supported its inclusion. A TOC of
5 mg/L represents data points beyond the 99" percentile for the IRW TOC data sct. Table 3
shows that there is a rich TOC data set for the IRW utilitics collected over several years. The
overall average TOC for IRW utilitics during the period of record was 1.9 mg/L.

Table 3. Summary of Raw Water TOC Data for IRW Utilities (ODEQ 2008a)

Average Raw Water
Utility Nama TOC, my/L n Period of Record

Adair Co RWD #5 0.8 47 12/3/2003--10/21/2008
Burnt Cabin RWD 2.2 57 11/6/2003--11/11/2008
Cherokee CO #2 (Keys) 2.2 57 10/16/2003--11/5/2008
Cherokee CO RWD #13 1.8 2 212/2004--2/24/2004
East Central OK 2.1 59 1/26/2004--11/17/2008
Fin Feather Resort NA NA NA

Flint Ridge RWD 0.7 48 1/22/2004--10/7/2008
GORE PWA 2.0 58 2/5/2004--11/5/2008
LRED {Chicken Creek) 2.7 54 1/6/2004--11/5/2008
LRED (Lakewood) NA NA NA

LRED (Wildcat) 2.1 59 1/6/2004--10/1/2008
LRED (Woodhaven) NA NA NA

Pettit MT Water 1.4 3 1/26/2004--5/17/2004
Sequoyah Co RWD 5 2.2 58 1/20/2004--11/3/2008
Sequoyah County Water Asso 2.2 74 1/30/2002--11/56/2008
Tahlequah PWA 1.5 85 1/7/2002--11/5/2008
Tenkiller Aqua Park NA NA NA

Tankiller Utility 2.0 58 4/29/2004--10/22/2008

Overall Average 1.9

NA = Data Not Available
All of the raw water and finished water TOC data from the 13 IRW utilities that collected TOC

data (and limited data from two others) are plotted on graphs in Appendix C. The addition of
coagulants and subsequent removal of particulates in the surface water treatment plants removed
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varying amounts of TOC. Also shown in Appendix C are the percent removal plots for TOC for
the entire period of record. The percent TOC removal plots show that many of the utilities
required a year or two to improve their TOC removal treatment processes and manage TOC
sample collection and data reporting. Therefore, comparisons between utility TOC removal
performances in my report will only be made using data from the period 2005 1o 2008. Table 4
presents the average percent TOC removals for the IRW utilities that were required to monitor
for TOC in their raw and finished waters under the Stage 1 DBPR during the period 2005 to

2008,
Table 4. TOC Average Percent Removals at IRW WTPs, 2005-2008 (ODEQ 2008a)
TOC Average Parcant
Utility Name Removal 2005-2008
Adalr Co RWD #5 4%
Burnt Cabin RWD 26%
Cherokee CO #2 (Koys) 33%
Cherokas CO RWD #13 NA
East Central OK 17%
Fin Faathar Resort NA
Flint Ridge RWD 2%
JGGRE PWA 22%
|LRED‘ (Zhicken Creek) 20%
|LRED {Lakewood) NA
|LRED (Wildcat) 19%
LRED (Wouadhaven) NA
Pattit MT Water NA
Seguoyah Co RWD 5 27%
Sequoyah County Water Asso 40%
Tahlequah FWA 18%
Tankllier Aqua Park MNA
Tenkillar Utility 40%

NA = Data Not Available

The graphs in Appendix C and the data on Tablc 4 show that there arc widely different percent
TOC removal efficiencies by the IRW water treatment plants. Overall, the best TOC removal
performances were by Sequoyah County Water Association and Tenkiller Uility Co with
average values of 40%. The least amounts of TOC removed were by Adair Co RWD #3 and
Flint Ridge RWD.

Between these two extremes, TOC average removals ranged from 17 to 33 percent, Typical
TOC removals were around 20%. Besides variations between the utilities, which will be
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discussed in a later section to be due 1o differences in treatment, there is significant variability
for TOC removal within each treatment plant over time. During 2005 to 2008, Cherokec Co
RWD #2 had an average TOC removal of 33%. During that same period, the TOC removal
ranged from 2% (June 11, 2008) to 64% (January 17, 2007). Negative TOC removals shown on
the graphs in Appendix C arc a function of analytical or sampling errors. TOC is not added
during a water treatment process. Outlicrs were removed from the TOC percent removal data
sets due to wildly negative percent removals (up to minus 800%).

Comparison of IRW and ICR TOC Values

TOC Data for 1.5, Water Utilities

As previously stated in my report, the ICR was a national drinking water data collection effort
tequired by regulation and carried out over an 18 month period—IJuly 1997 to December 1998.
tUnder the ICR, 296 water utilities serving more than 100,000 people participated in the data
collection, and information was gathered on 500 water treatment plants operated by those
utilities.

Thousands of raw water samples werc collected and analyzed for TOC as part of the [CR, The
ICR was the first national survey of the organic carbon content of ground and surface water
supplies in the U.5.

Figure 4 shows geographic distribution of ICR TOC data by state, Clearly, there are differcnces
in TOC concentrations in water supplies across the U.S. The combined surface water and
groundwater TOC data shown in Figure 4 indicate high (above average) TOC concentrations in
Virginia, North Carolina, Florida, Mississippi, Oklahoma, Texas, and the Midwest (with a
scattering of high values in New England). The two utilities that participated in the ICR from
Oklahoma served Oklahoma City and Tulsa. Many parts of the U.S. contain much higher
average levels of TOC as compared to the IRW utilities (average TOC = 1.9 mg/L). There is no
evidence that poultry litter accounts for any of the high levels of TOC in other parts of the U.S.

Figure 4. Geographic Distribution of Nationa! TOC Occurrence in
Surface Water and Groundwater (McGuire and Hotaling 2002)
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There are a variety of methods to compare different data sets in a graphical manner. Box and
whisker plots arc used in my report 10 summarize large amounts of data and illustrate both the
central tendencies and variations about the means/medians of comparable data sets. Figure 3 is
an examplc graphic showing a box and whisker plot with important parts of the data presentation
labeled. The 90" percentile is the value below which 90 percent of the data in a data set can be
tound. Similarly, the 50™ percentile (or the median) is where half of the data is greater than and
half is less than that value, Very ofien, the average and the median values do not agree,
especially if the data set contains a few very high values.

90" Parcentile :

751 Percentile

. L ——  Average |
50t Percentile--Median !

25t Percentile '

- I

10 Parcentile |
n = Number of samples in dataset '

Water Quality Parameter Concentration

Data Source

Figurc 5. Explanation of Box and Whisker Plots

IRW and ICR TOC Data

It is useful to compare the occurrence of TOC in raw water samples from the IRW with the
national data collected from the ICR to determine how different or similar IRW TOC data is
from surface waters across the U.S. Figure 6 compares the raw water TOC data from the IRW
utilities (ODEQ 2008a) with the TOC data collected during the ICR (McGuire and Graziano
2002). TOC levels in the raw water serving IRW water treatment plants appear to be lower than
TOC levels in surface waters across the United States.
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Figure 6. Comparison of Raw Water TOC Values Across the U.S. with Raw Water TOC Values
in IRW Water Treatment Plant Influents

The average [RW TOC value was 1.9 mg/L and the average ICR TOC value was 2.8 mg/L. A
Mann-Whitney U test found that there were significant differences between the two data sets

(p < 0.001). The statistical difference matches the visual difference between the two data sets on
Figure 6. The little variation about the mean and median and the much tower 9™ and 75"
percentiles for the IRW data are quite different from the wide variation in TOC values for the
ICR data. TOC data from IRW utilitics during the period 2002 to 2008 were less than TOC data
collected nationwide from hundreds of utilities with thousands of data values.

DBP Data for IRW Water Utilities

Tables 5 and 6 summarize the entire period of record for the TTHM and HAAS data on the
ODEQ SDWIS website as of early December 2008 (ODEQ 2008a). The DBP data provided on
the ODEQ SDWIS website are incredibly detailed, and the website contains the official State of
Oklahoma data set for TTHM and HAAS data for the 18 IRW utilities,

Tahlequah PWA has the longest period of record for DBP data in the IRW. Their quarterly
TTHM data stretches back to 1997. HAAS monitoring by Tahlequah PWA began in 1999.
Sequoyah County Water Association has a long period of record for TTHM data extending back
10 2000. Both of these utilities serve more than 10,000 people and have had to monitor for
TTHMs for many years.
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Most of the remaining utilitics began monitoring for both TTHM and HAAS in 2003 to 2004.
The number of values on Tables 5 and 6 for Tahlequah PWA and Sequoyah County Water
Association are high not only becausc of their long periods of record, but also because they are
the only two utilities in the IRW that must take DBP compliance samples at four distribution
system sampling locations under the Stage 1 DBPR. The rest of the utilities sample at one
location in the distribution system with the longest residence time designated as DBPMX. Some
of the larger small systems collect one DBPMX sample per quarter, The very smallest systems
collect ane sample per year at DBPMX corresponding to the highest water temperature (in the
third quarter, July to September) and only convert to quarterly monitoring if their yearly sample
exceeds 80 or 60 ppb for TTHM and HAAS, respectively.

There are wide variations in the overall distribution system averages for the IRW utilities which
are driven by a number of factors including detention times in the distribution systems,
efficiencies of TOC removal and chlorine addition practices (dose as well as point of
application), TTHM avcrages ranged from 7.1 ppb (Adair Co RWD #5) to 70.9 ppb (Tenkitler
Agqua Park). HAAS averages ranged from 6.8 ppb (Adair Co RWD #5) to 63.9 ppb (East Central
OK). Tables 5 and 6 also show that higher levels of TTHMs are produced compared to the
concentrations of HAAS, which is typical for U.S, water utilities.

Table 5. Overall Average TTHM Data for IRW Utilities

Average Distribution Start Period of | End Period
Utility Name Systern TTHM, ppb n Racord of Record
Adair Co RWD #5 7.1 14 5/3/a003 | 9/20/2008:
Bumnt Cabin RWD 36.0 9 7200 ”
Cherokee CO #2 (Keys) 56.2 23
Cherokee CO RWD #13 64.9 19
|East Central OK 63.0 20
|Fin Feather Resort 329 g
|Flint Ridga RWD 18.1 15
GORE PWA a28.4 19
LRED {Chickan Creek) 22.4 11
LREL (Lakewagd) 20.1 9
LRED {(Wildcat) 211 7
LRED (Woodhaven) 54.8 11
Pattit MT Water 22,3 B
Sequoyah Co RWD 5 66.1 20
Seguoyah County Water Asso 53.6 138
Tahlequah PWA 49 4 164
Tenkillar Agua Park 70.9 7
Tenkiller Utility B6.8 17
Qverall Avarage 49,8

NA = Data Not Available
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Table 6. Qverall Average HAAS Data for IRW Utilities

Avarage Distribution Start Perlod of | End Period
Utility Name System HAAS, ppb of Record
Adair Co RWD #5 6.8 812008
Burnt Cabin RWD 33.6
Cherokee CO #2 (Keys) 3T.8
Cherokea CO RWD #13 50.9
|East Central OK 63.9
Fin Feathar Resort 17.2
Flint Ridge RWD 8.4
GORE PWA 58.7
LRED {Chicken Creek) 12.3
LRED {Lakewood) 17.1
LRED (Wildcat) 22.9
LRED {Woadhaven) 44 4
[Pattit MT Water 5.5
Saequoyah Co RWD 6 42.5
Sequoyah County Water Asso 25.4
Tahlequah PWA 33.4
Tenkillar Agua Park 41.1 !
Tankiller Utility 40.3 5 /30/2008.,
Qverall Average 33.1

NA = Data Not Availabla

Appendix D contains graphs of TTHM and HAAS data based on the same period of record
designated in Tables 5 and 6 for each of the 18 TRW utilities. One to three graphs are presented
for cach utility. One graph shows the quarterly (or, in some cases, yearly) values for both TTHM
and HAAS. The other two graphs depict the Running Annual Average (RAA) values for TTHM
and HAAS calculated over the period of record. In some cases there were missing quarterly data.
Best engineering judgment was used by me to calculate representative RAA values. For small
utilities where RAAs could not be calculated, only the quarterly (or yearly) graphs are presented.

DBP MCL Compliance for IRW Ulilities

Using improper and incorrect methods (to be explained in a later section) of calculating

compliance with TTHM and HAAS MCLs, Dr. Cooke and Dr. Welch (page 2 of their report)
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came up with an incorrect assessment of Stage 1 DBPR violations: “Commenly 20-30% of tap
water samples from Tenkiller water had disinfcction by-products in excess of USEPA
standards.” (Cooke and Welch 2008a) It is useful to determine the real percentage of MCL
violations using the Stage 1 DBPR as the basis for calculation. Table 7 lists the 18 utilitics using
the IRW as a source of water, The numbers of “quarters” that each utility violated an MCL are
listed in the second and third columns. The data in the second column was determined from the
RAA graphs in Appendix T) by totaling the running annual averages of quarterly TTHM and
HAAS data that exceeded the MCLs of 80 and 60 ppb, respectively. The violation numbers in
the third column wete summed directly from the ODEQ SDWIS website. For both calculations,
if both MCLs were violated in a quarter, that situation was counled as one quarter of violation.
Also, a quarter was counted as a violation quarter if either the TTHM or the HAAS MCL was
exceeded in that quarter.

Table 7. Summary of Stage 1 DBPR MCL Violations for IRW Utilitics

Number of Quarters of | Number of Quariers of
MUL Viclations Based | MG, Vinlations Based
on RAAs of TTHM on QDEQ SDWIS Total Numbar of | Percent Violatlons Based | Parcent Vigiations Based
Litility Name HAAS *MGCL Webalte” Cuarters of Data | on TTHM HAAS =MCL _|on ODEQ SDWIS Webalte

Adair Ca RWD _#5 0 4] 14 0.0% 0.0%
Burht Cabln RWD 1] 0 g9 0.0% 0.0%
Cherokee GG #2 {Keys) i 0 i7 0.0% 0.0%
Cherpkee CO RWD K13 [:] 4 17 A5, 3% 23.5%
[Eqst Gentral OK 9 8 17 52.8% £2.9%
Fin Feather Regorl 0 0 8 0.0% 0.0%
Fiint Ridgs RWD 0 1 12 0.0% 0.0%
GORE PWA 8 k] 16 56.3% 18 8%
LRED (Chicken Creek} 0 1 12 0.0% 0.0%
LRED (Lakewood) 0 1 8 0.0% 0.0%
LRED (Wildcal) 0 1] 7 0.0% 0.0%
LRED {Woodhayan) 1 1 11 8.1% 9.1%
Pattit MT Watear 0 0 4 0.0% 0.0%
|Sequayah Co RWD 5 0 1] 20 0.0% 0.0%
Sequoyah Gounty Water Asso 1] 4 A2 0.0% 12.5%
Tahlequah PWA 4] 0 42 0.0% 0.0%
Tenklller Agua Park 0 0 7 0.0% 0.0%
Tanklllar Uﬂw 2 3 16 12.5% 18.8%

Tatals 27 24 264 10.1% 9.0%

MA = Data Not Avaitable
* Az of 12/28/08

Depending on which data source is used to calculate violations, three of the IRW utilities account
for 67 to 92 percent of the Stage | DBPR MCL violations (i.c., Cherokee Co RWD #13, East
Central OK and Gore PWA). As stated before in my report, these three utilities are not
practicing effective TOC removal and they are applying chlorine at the beginning of the
treatment process before TOC is removed. Figure 1 shows that Cherokee Co RWD #13 is just
across the lake from LRED (Lakewood) and just north of LRED (Chicken Creek) on the east
shore of Lake Tenkiller. Neither of those utilities have DBP compliance problems. Gore and
East Central OK draw water out of Lake Tenkiller near the dam, but so does Scquoyah Co Water
Authority. Sequoyah Co Water Authority now has no trouble mecting the TTHM and HAAS
MCLs. Itis not the source water quality that is causing the three utilities (o fail to comply with
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the Stage | DBPR. They are not complying with the current DBP regulation because they are
not treating the water ¢fficiently. Compliance by the other IRW utilities demonstrates that
compliance with the DBP regulation is not only possible, but routine.

The four violations for Sequoyah County Water Association were very early in its DBP
compliance sampling history. Moving its point of chlorine application and improving removal of
TOQC solved its DBP compliance problems, All of the calculated RAAs for Sequoyah County
Water Association are well below the MCLs (see Appendix D). The MCL. violations by
Tenkiller Utility Company were at the beginning of its compliance sampling. That utility
adjusted its treatment by moving the point of chlorination, Tenkiller Utility Company has been in
compliance with the Stage | DBPR since they made that treatment change.

ODEQ requires that utilitics inform their customers of any MCL violations either in local media
or as part of cach utility's requircd annual CCR. The DBP MCL violations on the ODEQ
SDWIS website do not always track with the RAA MCL violations noted in Table 7 due to a
number of reasons including lapses in monitoring and different methods of calculating RAAS.

Table 7 also notes the numbers of quarters of data on which the percent DBP MCL violations are
calculated. For very small utilities, only onc annual sample is required to be collected at a point
in the distribution system with the maximum residence time (DBPMX). Only if that annual
valug is greater than the MCL does the utility have to collect quarterly data at the DBPMX
location. Several examples of increases to quarterly monitoring from yearly monitoring can be
found in Appendix D (e.g., Burnt Cabin RWD, LRED (Lakewood), Tenkiller Aqua Park). For
these very small utilities, a violation of the MCL can only occur if the RAA of the four quarterly
values exceeds the MCL value (for TTHM or HAAS3).

Therefore, the total violations of the DBP MCLs by the IRW utilities are 9 to 10% and not the
20% to 30% stated by Teaf (2008a) and Cooke and Welch (2008a), Obviously, all of the utilities
in the IRW should strive to be 100% compliant with all primary drinking water standards. The
low percent viclation for the TRW utilities can best be put into perspective by comparing these
data to other MCL DBP compliance data throughout Oklahoma,

Gibb (2008) in his expert report captured the context of IRW DBP MCL violations when he
compared them to DBP MCL violations in other parts of Oklahoma where there is no apparent
concern with the application of poultry litter to fields.

“There is no evidence that DBP violations occur to any greater extent in the TRW than
any other place in Oklahoma, Percentages of drinking water systems in violation of the
MCLs for DBPs arc presented for all counties in Oklahoma for the years 2004-2007 in
Figure 13. As illustrated, DBP violations in the counties of the IRW are among the
lowes! across the state. When the number of systems having DBP violations are presented
by zip code (Figures 14), the same pattern emerges (ODEQ 2008b, 2008c, 2007, 2006b,
2005).” (all references refer to Gibb’s report)
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Assessment of DBP Production by IRW Ulilities

Table & summarizes the treatment plant information alrcady presented in Table 3 and Appendix
B with TOC information from Table 4 and Appendix C as well as the production of TTHM and
HAAS in the 2005 to 2008 time frame (Appendix D).

Table 8. Comparison of Treatment Efficiencies and DBP production by IRW Utilities

Typical Tygpical
TOC Average Disinfectant | Disinfectant
Parcent Typical Rasidual Residuvals in
Type of Ramaval 2005. Disinfectant |  Leaving Distribution | Average TTHM | Averags HAAS
Water Utility Name Traatmant 2008 Dose, gl | Plant mg/L | System, mg/L | 2006-2008, ppb | 2005-2008, ppb
[Adair Co RWD 5 S P an ' 7 5
Burnt Cabln RWD 26% 28 21
pra: 2-3; post
Charokee CO 2 (Keys) CONV 33% 1-2 1.6-2.8 1-2 56 36
Chrgkes GO RWD 13 MEMBRANE | ““naaizero | about3 1-25 NA 61 a1
Eaat Central DK CONY 17% about 3 1.5-2 Q.51 70 60
Fin Feaiher Rasort " SRR s S ET s ] 31 16
Fiint Ridge RWD g 13 9
GORE PWA NF 22% 3-6 57 57
LRED {Chickan Creak) CONYV LFnknown 15 12
LRED {Lakewaxt) S5F Unknown i1 10
LRED {Wiidcat) CONY LInknown 14 18
|LRED (Wondhaven) S5F Unknown 47 39
Pettit MT Water 20 3
Sequoyah Co RWD & i L 27% S . R . &7 44
Seguoyah Cayrnily Water Azso CONV 40% 2-3 1,5:2 1-1.5 47 25
Tahleguah PWA 57 34
Tankillar Aqua Park iz RN 74 45
Tenkillar Utility Co CONYV 40% 2.5-4 1.5-2 0.5:1 55 27

Noles: B8F-Slow Sand Filter; CONV-Coaventignal; DF-Direct Filtration; MEMBRANC-Membrane Fllters; NA-Not Available
Grey Shaded cells = No data

Yeollow Shaded cells a Sgalficant number of MCL viokations have pecurred for these utilities

Sources: Deposilionz of utlitles, MORs, ODEQ SDWIS webuile

As stated in the previous section, three of the utilities account for 67 to 92 percent of the Stage 1
DBPR MCL violations (i.e., Cherokee Co RWD #13, East Central OK and Gore PWA).

Cherokee Co RWD #2, Sequoyah County Water Assoc. and Tenkiller Utility Co. have
demonstrated excellent removal of TOC using conventional treatment, High TOC removal for
these utilities during 2005 to 2008 has translated into TTHM and HIAAS values well below the
MCLs.

Chlorine residuals for the TRW utilities are higher than I am used to seeing in other utilities in the

U.S. A disinfection survey of U.S, water utilities published in 2008 noted that the average and
median free chlorine residuals leaving the plants were both 1.0 mg/L (Disinfection Systems
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Committee 2008). Concentrations at the WTP finished water for IRW utilities (Table 8) are
double or triple the 1.0 mg/L. level. The reason for the high chlorine residuals leaving the IRW
WTPs is due to an Oklahoma regulation that is more stringent than the USEPA requirement for
chlorine levels under the SWTR. On page 4 of the current Oklahoma drinking water regulations
(ODEQ 2008c) is the requirement:

“(¢) Chlorine, (1) The minimum free chlorine residual at the most distant points in a
water distribution system must be 0.2 mg/L. (2) Free chlorine residuals must be at least
1.0 milligrams per liter at the POE [point of entry].”

The federal SWTR only requires that the minimum residual leaving the treatment plant be

0.2 mg/L and that a “detectable” disinfectant residual be measurable in 95% of distribution
system samples. Undoubtedly, the Oklahoma chlorine residual requirements lead to higher DBP
levels in Oklahoma utilities compared to other utilitics in the U.S, that are under the federal
SWTR requirements.

While Tahlcquah PWA has never violated a DBP MCL, it could further reduce its DBP
production by dramatically reducing the amount of chlorine added from about 5 to 6 mg/L to
about 3 mg/L (depending on chlorine demand and water tempetature). The maintenance of
chlorine residuals in the distribution system of 1.5 to 2 mg/LL by Tahlequah PWA results in
higher than nccessary DBP levels as well as customer complaints of chlorinous taste and odor
problems.

Theretore, non-compliance with the Stage 1 DBPR in the IRW is primarily a function of three
utilitics not removing sufficient TOC in their treatment plants plus applying high doses of
chlorine in non-optimal locations (e.g., at the beginning of the ptant). Cherokec Co RWD #13
will continue to have problems meeting the Stage | DBPR (as well as future problems
complying with the Stage 2 DBPR) il they do not implement a TOC removal process (such as
GAC or cnhanced coagulation) ot convert to an alternate disinfectant such as chloramines. Their
selection of membrane treatment (with little to no TOC removal) for their new treatment facility
did not give them the same TOC control tools that other utilities have had in the IRW that use
conventional treatment. East Central OK can dramatically improve its compliance performance
if it optimizes its coagulant doses and moves its point of chlorination to after the filters as most
of the other IRW utilities have done. Gore PWA needs to reduce its high chlorine doscs, add a
sedimentation basin to its treatment train and increase coagulant doses to remove more TOC
prior to the addition of chlotine. Gore PWA’s practice of applying chlorine “in the filicrs™ is not
optitum and could be changed to applying it after filtration which will resutt in low DBPs
leaving the treatment plant.

Comparison of IRW and ICR TTHM Values

Figure 7 comparcs the TTHM data from surface water utilities collected during the ICR
(McGuire and Graziano 2002) with the TTHM data from the IRW utility distribution systems
(ODEQ 2008a). Based on the box and whisker plots, distribution system TTHM values in the
treated water serving IRW customers do not appear to be distributed much differently from
TTHM levels in water utilities across the United States. There appear to be small differences
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between the interquartile ranges for both data sets. However, a Mann-Whitney U test found that
there were statistically significant differences between the two data sets, which do not appear
reasonable given the distribution of data shown on Figure 7. The statistical difference in
medians is most likely due to the higher levels of chlorine used by Oklahoma utilities compared
to other utilities in the U.S.

As already described in my report, the ICR was conducted during July 1997 to December 1998,
Most of the IRW TTHM data was collected during the period 2002 to 2008. 1t is my
professional opinion that the ICR data shown on Figure 7 still represents a reasonable picture of
DBP occurrence in the U.S. When the ICR was conducted, a number of utilities had alrcady
made treatment changes in anticipation of the Stage 1 DBPR that was being promulgated at that
time. Further changes implemented to comply with the Stage | DBPR likely only affected the
TTHM values above the 90™ percentile (the top of the whisker on Figure 7). As a further
indication that mean and median TTHM levels have not changed much since the ICR, the recent
disinfection survey (Disinfection Systems Committee 2008) showed that finished water mean
and median TTHM and HAA3 levels were essentially unchanged from 1998 to 2008. The same
disinfection survey also showed no change in the mean/median chlorine concentrations leaving
water treatment plants from 1998 to 2008—1.0 mg/L for both statistics.
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Figure 7. Comparison of Distribution System TTHM Values (Surface Water Sources) Across
the U.S, with TTHM Values in IRW Distribution Systems

IHow representative are the ICR data for U.S. TTHM distributions after the Stage 2 DBPR is
fully in effect? My opinion, based on years of experience with national compliance of DBP
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regulations, is that it is not possible to know the answer with great accuracy. The main impact of
the Stage 2 DBPR will likcly be in the top 10% of the TTHM data (above the top “whisker” on
the box and whisker plot). The Stage 2 DBPR is designed to shave off the highest TTHM
concentrations by calculating compliance based on a running annual average at each monitoring
location—the LRAA. As stated previously in my report, the Stage 2 DBPR MCLs for TTHM
and HAAS are remaining the same, 80 and 60 ppb, respectively.

The box and whisker plot for the IRW data on Figure 7 somewhat overstates the TTHM average
during the period of record for this data. During 2002-2004, many of the IRW utilities were, for
the first time, sampling and analyzing for DBPs. Some of the DBP levels in the early quarters
and years of sampling were very high. Early utility concern with Stage 1 DBPR violations,
treatment changes plus operator experience resulted in much lower TTHM levels after the initial
period (e.g., Tenkiller Utility Co and Sequoyah Co Water Authority).

It is my professional opinion that the TTHM data sets for ICR utilities and IRW utilities during
the period 2002 to 2008 as shown on Figure 7 are very close. As noted previously, TOC values
in the IRW were significantly lower than ICR TOC values. It is also my professional opinion
that the higher chlorine residuals required by Oklahoma are reacting with the lower TOC
concentrations in the TRW treated water which causes the IRW utilities to have slightly higher
I'THM levels than the ICR utilities.

As stated previously in my report, DBP precursors come trom a variety of sources. Also, when
chlorine is added, differing amounts of TTHMs arc produced depending on pH, temperature,
contact time and chlorine dose. The levels of TTHMs produced by IRW utilities are slightly
higher but not unusual when compared to TTHMs from other U.S. utilities.

Comparison of IRW and Okiahoma DBP Values

Figures 8 and 9 compare TTHM and HAAS data from IRW utilities with all surface water
utilities in Oklahoma (data for Oklahoma downloaded January 2009, ODEQ 2008a). Oklahoma
surface water utility data is from the entire period of record found on the ODEQ SDWIS website.
Both figures show that the levels of TTHM and HAAS in all Oklahoma utilities using surface
water are much higher than the DBP data from [RW utilities.

Average TTHM values for Oklahoma and IRW utilities were 74 and 50 ppb, respectively.
Average HAAS values for Oklahoma and IRW utilitics were 44 and 33 ppb, respectively, Mann-
Whitney U tests found that there were significant differences between the two data sets (p <
0.001) for both TTHM and HAAS data. There are far greater problems with DBPs in the rest of
Oklahoma as compared to DBPs in utilities in the IRW. Some of the TTHM values for
Oklahoma surface water utilities were astonishingly high. Sixty-seven TTHM values in the
Oklahoma data sct were above 300 ppb. Two Oklahoma TTHM values were above 800 ppb.
No data has been presented by the plaintiffs’ experts that poultry litter is spread on fields in all
water supply watersheds in Oklahoma outside of the IRW,
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Figure 8, Comparison of Distribution System TTHM Values Between IRW Utilities and All

Surface Water Utilities in Oklahoma g"ODEQ 2008a)
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Potential Impact of Stage 2 DBPR on IRW Ulilities

As stated several times already, the Stage 2 DBPR MCLs are the same as the MCLs in Stage 1.
Figures 10 to 13 show the LRAA values calculated on historical data from the two large utilities
in the IRW with long periods of record—Sequoyah Co Water Assoc and Tahlequah FWA.
These utilities are large enough so that they must sample four locations in their distribution
systems every quarter. LRAAs were calculated for locations DBPO1, DBP02, DBPO3 and
DBPMX for both utilities. 1 must emphasize at this point that the Stage 2 DBPR is NOT in
effect for these two utilities, The data on these four figures show that with the most recent
history of DBP compliance, the two utilities would not have problems complying with the
Stage 2 DBPR at these sampling locations. Because both of these utilities must conduct IDSE
monitoring, other sampling locations may ultimately be selected for Stage 2 monitoring.
However, it is my expert opinion that both utilitics will be able to comply with the Stage 2

DBPR.
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Figure 13. Calculated LRAA Values for Historical Tahlequah PWA FIAAS Data

For the small utilities in the IRW, there will be some important Stage 2 DBPR differences in
their sampling and compliance calculations, Under the Stage 1 DBPR, many of the smalier IRW
utilities collect one sample per quarter from what is designated as the DBPMX (or maximum
DBP) location. In essence, they are already complying with the Stage 2 regulation as long as
their LRAA values at DBPMX stay below 80 and 60 ppb.

One of the changes for the small utilities (serving 500 to 3,300 people) under Stage 2 is that they
must pick monitoring locations representing maximum TTHM and maximum HAAS values, If
both maximum values are found at the same location, only one monitoring point is required.
Given the quality of water in the IRW and the potential to produce DBPs from it, it is my opinion
that in most cases, the small utilitics will be sampling only one location for both TTHM and
HAAS compliance under the Stage 2 DBPR—just as they have been doing under Stage 1. In
addition, small utilities cannot move from quarterly monitoring to only monitoring once per year
unless their DBP levels are half of the MCLs, which will probably not apply to IRW utilities.

Even with these monitoring changes, il is my opinion that there will not be compliance problems
with IRW utilities under the Stage 2 DBPR except for the three wtilities that do not employ an
effective TOC removal treatment process (i.c., Cherokee Co RWD #13, East Central OK and
Gore PWA). The 15 utilities that generally have complied with the Stage | DBPR have several
years of expericnce complying with that regulation and they understand what needs 1o be done to
optimize treatment and reduce DBPs (¢.g.. move point of chlorination, reduce excessive usc of
chlorine, increase coagulant dose to remove DBP precursors). The three utilities not practicing
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effective DBP precursor removal will have to begin removing TOC effectively and to use
chlorine judiciously or they will remain in violation of a primary drinking water regulation,

Broken Bow TOC and DBP Data
Information on Broken Bow Reservoir and Broken Bow PWA

Broken Bow Reservoir is located in McCurtain County in southeastern Oklahoma, see Figure 14.
The lake is 22 miles long and covers 14,200 acres, It has a mean depth of 64.7 fectand a
watershed area of 754 square miles.

Raw water quality in Broken Bow Reservoir can be characterized as relatively high in TOC and
very low in alkalinity (e.g., 10 mg/L as CaCO3) and low to moderate levels of turbidity (1-2
NTU).

Only one community water system withdraws water from Broken Bow Reservoir—Broken Bow
PWA (BBPWA). BBPWA serves 4,231 retail and 11,055 wholesale customers (ODEQ 2008a).
BBPWA wholesales water to a number of smaller water utilitics serving McCurtain County.

Satwihte Tarralr

BEPWA
Intake

r

Figure [4. Broken Bow Reservoir and Broken Bow PWA Water Intake Location
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Broken Bow Reservoir TOC Data

In Appendix E, a graph shows the TOC data for the period of record that was obtained from the
ODEQ SDWIS website (ODEQ 2008a). The overall average raw water TOC is 2.7 mg/L and the
graphs in Appendix E show measurablc removal of TOC by the water treatment plant since
2001. However, Broken Bow PWA has been cited ten times in the last seven years by ODEQ for
“Inadequate DBP Precursor Removal.” The required TOC removal under the Stage 1 DBPR for
BBPWA WTP is 35%.

Water Treatment by Broken Bow PWA

The raw water intake for the BBPWA treatment plant is located on the spillway at the southern
end of the reservoir a little over one mile from the BBPWA WTP, sce Figure 14. The BBPWA
treatment plant employs CONV trcatment. Appendix E contains a schematic of the current water
treatment processes and a narrative description of the treatment plant, Chlorine is used as the
primary disinfectant in the treatment plant, Tablc 9 summarizes the water treatment information
and chemicals used for the BBPWA plant.

BBPWA doubled the plant capacity from 5 to 10 mgd during 2007 and 2008. Beginning in May
2008, BBPWA had sufficicnt treatment capacity to remove the 35% required level of TOC
(Woods 2008). However, BBPWA is still in violation of the Stage | DBPR (ODEQ 2008a). As
noted in the treatment plant schematic, chlorine is added in three locations. The piping from the
treatment plant can bypass the 2 million gallon clearwell under certain operational conditions.
Therefore, CT (required concentration of chlorine, C, in contact with the water over time, T)
must be achicved using free chlorine in the WTP itself (Woods 2008). Adding frec chlorine
before the rapid mix and before the filters generates high concentrations of DBPs.

Lime is added to the rapid mix and just before the filters to boost the pH to levels in the range of

7.5 to 7.8 leaving the plant. The very low alkalinity in the raw water means that addition of alum
doses at about 25 mg/L can drive the pH below 6 unless time is used.
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Table 9. Broken Bow PWA Water Treatment Processes

Treatment Parameter Result
Type of Treatment CONV
Approximate Plant Capacity, mgd 10
Coagulant Used Alum, Polymer
Typical Coggulant Dose, mg/L 20-30, 0.5-0.9
Disinfectant Used Chloring
Typical Disinfectant Dose, mg/L 3545
Typical Disinfectant Residual Leaving
Plant, mg/L 2-2.5
Typical Disinfectant Residuals in
Distribution System, mg/L 0.7-1.0
Other Treatment Chemicals Used Lime
Typical Dose, ma/lL 1-1.5
TOC Average Percent Removal 2005-
2008 31%
Average TTHM 2005-2008, ppb 72
Average HAAS 2005-2008, ppb 77

Broken Bow PWA DBP Daia

Graphs in Appendix E show Broken Bow PWA RAAs for TTHM and HAAS since the fourth
quarter of 2004, Over the entire period of record, the average TTHM and HAAS values for
Broken Bow PWA werc 72 ppb and 77 ppb, respectively. The DBP levels in the Broken Bow
PWA system are far higher than DBPs in the IRW systems. The plots in Appendix E indicate
four TTHM MCL violations out of the last 17 quarters and 12 HAAS MCL violations during the
same period. On the ODEQ SDWIS$ website, 6 TTHM and 19 HAAS MCL violations have been
recorded since 2002. This violation level for BBPWA is far higher than the violations in any of
the individual TRW systems. In fact, the total number of quarters of violations for the one
Broken Bow Reservoir utility is over 70 percent of the IRW DBP violations for all of the IRW
utilities combined together.

There is no guarantee that redoing the piping so that the 2 million gallon clearwell cannot be
bypassed will result in compliance with the $tage 1 DBPR. The TOC levels in Broken Bow
Reservoir are relatively high and the utility will have to practice TOC removal cfficiencies even
greater than the required 35% to comply with the current or upcoming DBP regulations.

39

Page 46 of 74



-Case4:05-cv-00329:GKF-P3IC -~ Document 2167-3 Filed in USDC ND/OK on 06/05/2009 Page 47 of 74

Cooke and Welch Expert Report--DBPs

MCL Compliance

On page 12, Cooke and Welch (2008a) state: “DBP precursors in reservoirs are directly linked to
the eutrophication process through total and dissolved organic carbon (TOC and DOC) drainage
from the watershed and TOC-DOC production by algae in the river and reservoir.” The authors
do not provide a citation or data that support their claim in this section of the report. As
discussed in the previous section of my report, linkage of DBP precursors to organic inputs into
the IRW system is not knowable by Cooke and Welch nor can it be proven by anyone given the
limitations of existing analytical methods.

On page 12, the authors discuss “threshold concentration values™ established by the USEPA for
DBPs. There is no such term as “threshold concentration values™ or “threshold concentrations™
in any of the thousands of pages of USEPA DBP regulations and supporting documentation. As
stated previously in this report, the only regulatory limits for TTHM and HAAS that water
utilities are required to comply with are MCLs.

In the same paragraph on page 12, the authors introduce a term of their creation—"near-
violations.” No regulatory document created by the USEPA has ever used this term. To my
knowledge, there is no peer-reviewed publication ever written that has used this term. The
authors state that TTHM concentrations in the range of 72 to 79 ppb “may pose human health
tisks.” They cited neither peer-reviewed publications nor any health-effects data which support
this claim.

In Cooke’s deposition (Cooke 2008a), he admitted that the terms created in his cxpert report are
not related to compliance with the Stage | DBPR. He acknowledged that MCl.s must be
exceeded on the basis of RAAs in order for non-compliance with the Stage 1 DBPR to exist.

“ () Do you agree that under Stage | that individual readings of 80 micrograms per liter
do not constitute a violation of the EPA standards?
A 1do agree to that.” (Cooke 2008a, page 200)

“(Q Is that just exceedances or near exceedances? [labeled as violations and near
violations in the Cooke and Welch report]
A These are the excecdances. There's onc, two, three, four, five, six, seven of the
eighteen that have not had an exceedance,

Q Are you using single samples or running averages?

A These are single -- these are their quartcly values, so they're single sample from that
quarler.

Q Soil's not an EPA violation, is it?

MR. PAGE: Object to the form.
A It's not an EPA violation, (Cooke 2008a, page 206)
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Cooke and Welch used terms in their report that they knew had no meaning based on the DBP
regulatory requirements. Because they are not ignorant of the basis of DBP regulations and the
requirements for water utilities that must meet these regulations, there is no Jogical explanation
why these terms were used by Cooke and Welch. None of the discussions by Cooke and Welch
of “threshold concentration values,” “violations” or “near-violations™ in their report have any
basis in fact and should be ignored.

Cooke’s Recent Concerns about Reproductive Toxicity of DBPs

In his deposition, Cooke (20084} stated, beginning on page 154

“Q)  Have you put all your opinions about DBPs in your written report?

A [have. T have stronger opinions now than [ had when I wrote the report,

Q Why?

A More information.

Q  What information?

A Mainly information from the periodical litcrature, and let me sce if [ can explain
that. When you look at the disinfection byproduct reports that come from ODEQ, what
you see is that in various quarters these utilitics are in excess, and sometimes 20 or 30
petcent of them arc way in excess, especially on THMs, and then in a subsequent quarter,
their numbers are back down again, and so the running four-quarter average shows that
they're not out of compliance because that's the basis for determining in or out of
compliance is the average you have on a running four-quarter basis, but the morc 1
thought about this and began to look at periodical literature in this regard, and we'll be
providing you a list of some of those reports il they're not already in here, is that therc is
a very definite link between drinking water that has disinfection byproducts in it at a level
near but below the EPA threshold, a definite link between drinking that water and
spontaneous abortions, meaning that this is short-term exposure that would cause that
since the pestation time is nine or fewer months for humans, meaning that these one-
quarter exceedances might alone be enough to provide that kind of embryo toxic
environment.

Thete are not very many people at some of these drinking water plants. They have
customers that are tess than -- a number of customers less than a thousand, but some of
them are quite high, and Tahlequah would be an example ol that. So then it -- and | don't
have that very statement that [ just gave you regarding spontaneous abortions in here
[Cooke and Welch 2008a]. This just took additional thinking and an additional look at
the literature.”

It is surprising to me that Dr, Cooke is just becoming aware of the debate over reproductive
toxicity issues and DBPs. The Agreement in Principle was signed in 2000 by all of the FACA
committee stakeholders and clearly indicated that these health cffects were considered in
devising the Stage 2 rule:

“In considering risks associated with DBPs, the Committee reviewed available

toxicological and epidemiological data from a number of studies on reproductive and
developmental health effcets (¢.g., early term miscarriages), as well as cancer,
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Despite the cvaluation of a large amount of data, the Committce recognized that
uncertainty remains in a number of areas regarding the precise nature and magnitude of
risk associated with DBPs and pathogens in drinking water. In light of this uncertainty,
the Committee recommended a series of balanced steps Lo address the areas of greatest
health concern, taking into careful consideration the costs and potential impacts on public
water systems.” (USEPA 2000)

I personally sat through every minute of the FACA committee meetings in 1999-2000 and I can
assurc anyone that reproductive toxicity issues were considered in excruciating detail. The
FACA committec members did not find that the reproductive loxicity issues were significant
enough to dominate the requirements of the Stage 2 DBPR, For minutes of the FACA meetings,
the USEPA website may be consulted (e.g., USEPA 1999)

An earlier scction of my report that reviewed the basic requircments of the Stage 2 DBPR made
it clear that three aspects of the regulation (i.c., IDSE, LRAA and Opcrational Evaluation Levels)
were designed to curtail high, short term levels of DBPs in distribution systems to address the
concerns expressed by the FACA negotiators about potential reproductive toxicity effects.

Dr. Cooke’s opinions do not accurately reflect the basis of the Stage 2 DBPR or DBP
reproductive toxicity issues that were addressed by the FACA committce over nine years ago.

Importance of Watershed Control of Precursors and AWWARF Research Role

On page 13, Cooke and Welch (2008a) stated:

“..the American Water Works Association Research Foundation, as well as many other
scientists (e.g. Stepczuk et al. 1998 a, b), advised utilities to attempt to lower DBP
precursors in raw water by reducing precursor production in the watershed (e.g. wetland
and agricultural runoff) and by reducing algae production in eutrophic reservoirs (e.g.
Cooke and Carlson, 1989; Graham et al. 19938).”

Stepczuk et al. (1998a) did not advise utilitics to reduce DBP precursors in their watersheds. At
no point in this paper is such an advisory stated. Dr. Stepczuk’s paper is a detailed discussion of
DOC and THMFP monitoring during wet and dry seasons in the Delaware watershed of the New
York City water supply.

Stepczuk ¢t al. (1998b) did not advise utilities to reduce DBP precursors in their watersheds.
This paper found that for Cannonsville Reservoir (in southern New York State) production of
THM precursors in the reservoir was the dominant source even though no relationship between
DOC and THM precursor levels could be determined.

While it is not even referenced in the Cooke and Welch (2008a) expert report, the third paper in
the series by Stepczuk et al. (1998¢) contained the most interesting discussion of reservoir
management options based on their research findings. On page 377 of their paper, Stepczuk ct
al. (1998¢) state:
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“This analysis represents strong support for nutricnt loading to be considered in the
management control of TFHIM precursors in this reservoir (scc also Cooke and Carlson
1989, Walker 1983). Managers are faced with the need to continue to meet standards for
THMs that arc becoming more restrictive, despite increasing costs of treatment. It is
therefore important that source (c.g., watershed) management be evaluated as a
means to supplement or prevent the need for other options. However reduction of
nutrient and NOM loads from watersheds is costly and requircs careful consideration.”
(emphasis added)

Stepezuk et al. (1989a, 1989b, 1998¢) do not advise utilities to reduce DBP precursors in their
watersheds. The authors suggest that this option be “considered” and “evaluated” along with
other options such as treatment in WTPs. Also, Stepczuk et al. (1998¢) realized that watershed
control is costly. Cooke and Welch oversimplified the analysis of complex (indings by other
researchers. It is interesting to note that the Cooke and Welch oversimplifications support their
main thesis.

Cooke and Welch committed a significant error by stating that AW WARF advised water utilities
to do anything with regard to DBP precursors in their raw water supplies. AWWARF is a
research organization that provides research grants to individuals and organizations to perform
studies for the benefit of the water supply industry. Its rescarch reports provide information to
water utilities, T was a member of the Board of Trustees of AWWARF from 1983 to 1986 and |
have conducted several million dollars of rescarch funded by that organization. AWWARF
never advises nor recommends that a water utility take any specific action. Cooke and Welch
cite an AWWAREF report (Cooke and Carlson 1989) wherc the issue of DBP precursor sources
was investigated. On the Disclaimer page of that report was stated:

“This study was funded by the American Water Works Association Research Foundation
(AWWARF). AWWARF assumes no responsibility for the content of the research study
reported in this publication, or for the opinions or statements of fact cxpressed in the
report.” (Cooke and Carlson 1989).

AWWARF does not advise or recommend that water utilities do anything with regard to water
treatment or water quality control.

CDM DBP Survey

CDM sampled distribution system locations for DBP analysis for three water utilities in the IRW
during the summer of 2006. There ig no explanation in any plaintiffs’ report that I am aware of
why this sampling was conducted. The ODEQ SDWIS website is the official, comprehensive
source for DBP compliance data for IRW utilities. Samples collected by a consulting
engineering firm according to their private protocol and not based on the requirements of the
Stage 1 DBPR cannot be analyzed for “violations™ of the MCLs for TTHM and HAAS.

There is a significant question about the locations sampled from these three systems. It is stated

in the report, “The CDM samples were taken. . .at locations that correspond to locations regularly
sampled by plant personnel.” It cannot be true that all of the locations sampled for two of the
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three utilities are “regularly sampled” for TTHM and HAAS compliance. Gore PWA and
Cherokec County RWD #2 serve less than 10,000 people. Therefore, they are only required to
collect one sample from their distribution system each quarter at the maximum detention time.
Therefore, four of the five samples collected by CDM at these two utilities cannot and do not
cotrespond to the DBPMX sampling point and four of the five locations for two of the wtilities
are not regularly sampled by plant personnel for DBP compliance.

The CDM samplcs were collected and sent to Alpha Woods Hole Laboratory in Massachusetts.
This laboratory is not certitied by ODEQ to analyze drinking water samples for TTHM and
HAAS concentrations and provide compliance data for Oklahoma water utilities.

Comparing the TTHM and HAA3 compliancc data on the SDWIS website (ODEQ 2008a) with
the data presented by Cooke and Welch (2008a) on their Table 2, it appears that there were two
examples where the CDM data were significantly different from the official levels of TTHM and
HAAS in the three distribution systems. One location in the Cherokee County RWD #2 system
(John Bates) and one location in Tahlequah PWA (WPC Plant) resulted in TTHM and HAAS
levels that were far above typical TTHM and HAAS compliance values for these utilities.

Rased on the facts that only one quarter of onc year was sampled (summer of 2006), that sample
locations were used that were not part of the DBP compliance monitoring points for two of the
utilitics and that a laboratory was used Lo analyze the data that was not certificd by the State of
Oklahoma for DBP analysis, all of the data collected by CDM and discussed by Cooke and
Welch are irrclevant to DBP regulatory compliance. Cooke and Welch conclusions and opinions
based on the CDM-collected TTHM and HAAS data have neither scientific nor regulatory
relevance.

Cooke and Welch Report DBP Data Analysis

Appendix A of the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report contained the TTHM and HAAS data from
the IRW utilities on which they bascd their opinions. Stated in the heading of the Appendix A
table is the statement “(obtained from the SDWIS on ODEQ website).” Using this data, Cooke
and Welch calculated the percent “violations™ or “near violations™ as they (improperly) defined
them,

Table 10 shows a selection of 36 valucs from Appendix A from the Cook and Welch (2008a)
report that are in perfect agreement with data from the Environmental Working Group (EWQG)
National Tap Water Database (EWG 2008). Cooke and Welch (2008a) have imported TTHM
values from the EWG National Tap Water Database inlo their supposed ODEQ SDWIS data set,
The Environmental Working Group is a non-governmental, non-profit organization supported by
individual donations and private foundations. It is a tremendous understatement to note that
samples collected by EWG should not be combined with or identified as ODEQ SDWIS TTHM
data.

There is no assurance that the EWG data were collected propetly and that the correct analytical

method was used or that proper guality control procedures were maintained. Water quality data
collected by volunteers from an environmental group have no place in a table labeled, “obtained
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from the SDWIS on ODEQ website.” Also, none of the EWG data should be considered as
regulatory compliance data. At best, the EWG data arc estimates of DBP values in [RW water
utility distribution systems.

bvcrall, 66 TTHM values [rom the EWG database were included in Appendix A or 13 percent of
the 500 data points in Appendix A. This is an egregious error by Cooke and Welch and one
more reason why their conclusions and opinions based on their TTHM and HAAS data should be
ignored.
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Table 10, Comparison of a Subset of IRW Utitity TTHM Data—EWG vs. Cooke and Welch
(EWG 2008, Cooke and Welch 2008a)

EWG Rosult, Cooke & Welch
Utility Sample Date ppb Appendix A, ppb
Charokee Co #2 8/27/2002 67 67
5/132002 60.1 50.1
202612002 28.9 29.8
12172001 38 ag
9/198/2001 53,6 88.8
B/27/2001 §1.1 81.1
4/10/2001 55.6 55.6
1/22/2001 26,5 265
104372000 59.8 59.8
7/30/2000 153.9 1534
B/5/2000 147.14 147.14
5/2/2000 55.21 55.21
|Eazt Central OK 1/21/2003 46,3 46.3
1/14/2002 37.65 37.65
12/18/2001 §3.6 63.6
10/16/2001 94.8 94.8
473012001 488 48.9
21672001 61.3 61.3
1114/2000 48,4 48.4
5/M1/2000 41,88 41.86
Pottit MT 10/29/2002 126.4 126.4
Sequoyah Co WA 2/4/2003 63 83
2/4/2003 51 51
11/6/2002 77 73
11/5/2002 53 53
§/6/2002 138 1389
B/6/2002 140 140
5712002 21 91
51712002 114 114
21132002 62 62
21372002 16 16
11/6/2001 53 53
11/6/2001 58 58
B/29/2001 44 44
§/29/2001 62 . 62
Tenkiller Utility &o 9/25/2002 858 85.8
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Incredibly, Dr. Cooke (Cooke 20084) in his deposition on pages 163-164 and 166-167, stated
that he did not trust the data from the EWG database:

“Q) Do you believe thc National Tap Water Quality Database to be a credible
database?

A 1had no reason to until | saw their Tahlequah numbers, and they show sample afier
sample after sample in Tahlequah with zeros for trihalomethanes and HAASs, and such is
not the case if we can believe ODEQ, and ODEQ has the numbers directly from the
utilities. So the National Tap Water Databasc somehow or another was -- maybe they
just didn't input the numbets correctly when somebody typed it in, but they were wrong
and my suspicion level went up significantly at that point,”

and

“Q  Is that the first time that you had ever used the National Tap Water Quality
Database?

A Yes.

(Q  Have you used it since then?

A No, and I'm not going to use it again either.”

Either Dr. Cooke did not know that EWG data was included in Appendix A upon which he has
relied for his opinion, or he has changed his opinion of the validity of the EWG database
between the time he wrote his report and the time he gave his deposition.

There is a very curious error on page 14 of the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report. They state “Fin
and Feather Resort (Tenkiller), Adair Co, RWD #5, and Flint Ridge (Tllinois River) did not
report DBPs in their tap water over an 8 year span (Table 1).” Their own Appendix A shows
DBP data from these three utilities from 1999 to present. Stage 1 DBPR compliance data from
2002 (or 2004) to present is included in their Appendix A for these three utilities. Cooke and
Welch were obviously relying on their Table | to make this quoted statement when their own
data tables showed that they made an ¢rror. Any of their opinions based on their data analyses
must be questioned if they cannot interpret their own data correctly.

None of the “violations™ and *‘near violations™ discussed on page 14 of Cooke and Welch
(2008a) based on the ODEQ data from the SDWIS site have any relevance to the definition of
violations of the TTHM and HAAS MCLs, As previously discussed in this report, the term “near
violation” created by Cooke and Welch does not exist in any regulatory documents o pegr-
reviewed literaturc.

Compliance with the TTHM and HAAS MCLs must be based on a running annual average of
quarterly average data. None of the requirements of the Stage 1 DBPR are included in analysis
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of the SDWIS DBP data by Cooke and Welch (2008a). They label as a “violation™ any time a
value for one sample collected at any place in the distribution system exceeded the numcrical
values of 80 ppb for TTHM and 60 ppb for HAAS. Their determinations of violations are clearly
wrong. Their presentation of the TTHM data from Tahlcguah on their Figure 4 is similarly
wrong. Their label of 80 ppb as the “violation line” is incorrect. In fact, Tahlequah PWA has
never been cited by Oklahoma or the USEPA for a violation of the TTHM or HAAS MCLs even
though Cooke and Welch claim that Tahlequah has violated those limits.

‘Therefore, the statements in the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report regarding violations of the
TTHM and HAAS MCLs are not correct. All of the conclusions and opinions made by Cooke
and Welch based on their evaluation of “violations” as defined by them should not be
considered.

Trihalomethane Formation Potential and Sources of TOC

On page 15 of their report, Cooke and Welch (2008a) refer to ... THM precursor molecules such
as those that are produced by algae or transported to the reservoir from land runoff or from the
synthesis by river algae,” The authors have obviously left out a number of important sources of
THM precursors—(1) naturally occurring organic matter from the extraction by water of humic
and fulvic acids from leaves, bark, wood and natural organics in soils, and (2) organics
discharged by wastewater treatment plants and other sources identified in my Figure 3. Alno
point in their report, do the authors admit that THM precursors may be coming from any source
other than the sources they believe are related to poultry litter. Cooke and Welch have only
presented data and references which support their point of view.

Their statement on page 15 “The appearance of DBPs in tap water is causally linked to
eutrophication of the water supply™ is ¢lcatly incomplete and incorrect. The online Merriam-
Webster Dictionary defines “causal” as “expressing or indicating cause.” The statement by
Cooke and Welch leaves the reader with the clear impression that eutrophication is the ONLY
source or cause of DBPs appearing in tap water. This impression and their statement are wrong.
DBPs are present in tap water because of a myriad of reasons. Chlorine dose, contact time, pH
and temperature are just a few of the factors not considered by Cooke and Welch that influence
DBP production besides organic precursors, DBP precursors come from a variety of sources
other than thosc claimed by the authors—see my Figure 3. Cooke and Welch quote the results of
a number of studies that link algae growth in water bodies to the production of DBP precursors.
While the conclusions of the authors of the other studics may have been correct for the water
bodies that they studied, Cooke and Welch present no data that definitively show that algae
growth in the IRW is directly connected to DBPs in the tap water of IRW water utilities.

Cooke and Welch (2008a) quote Olsen (2008) as a source for TOC levels increasing from the
[Hlinois River to Lake Tenkiller (page 15): “TOC in the reservoir averaged 2.5 mg/L, vs. 1.5
mg/L. in the inflowing water (Qlsen, 2008).” They then statc with no proof whatsocver that “The
additional TOC in the reservoir was produced by its algae.” Olscn (2008) presented TOC data for
a number of sampling locations in the Illinois River and Lake Tenkiller. ‘Table 6.5-1 and Figure
6.5-9 of Olsen’s expert report do not support the average TOC data quoted by Cooke and Welch.
Table 6.5-1 lists average TOC values for lilinois River sampling locations that ranged from 1.66
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to 4.65 mg/L which are higher than the TOC average Cooke and Welch quoted of 1.5 mg/L.
Median TOC values shown on Figure 6.5-9 for the Illinois River ranged from about 1.7 10 2.9
mg/L, which are also abovc the “average” that is quoted by Cooke and Welch.

The Cooke and Welch (2008a) TOC data do not match up with TOC data in Olsen’s (2008)
report for Lake Tenkiller. From Table 6.5-1, the average TOC value for Lake Tenkiller sampling
locations was listed as 2.15 mg/L which is different from the average TOC valuc of 2.5 mg/L
claimed by Cooke and Welch. Based on the actual data from Olsen (2008), the plainti(T"s
experts have not demonstrated any increase in TOC values from the Illinois River to Lake
Tenkiller.

Therefore, the entire argument by Cooke and Welch that aigae-produced DBPs in tap water are
“causally linked to eutrophication of the water supply™ is disputed by the plaintiffs” own data.

In their expert report on page 13, Cooke and Welch (2008a) stated that utilities should lower
DBP precursors in raw water by reducing precursor production in the watershed (e.g. wetland
and agricultural runoff) and by reducing algae production in eutrophic reservoirs. As support for
that recommendation, Cooke and Welch (2008a) cited the AWWARF report by Cooke and
Carlson (1989).

In the 1989 AWWARF publication (page 313), the following statement was made in the
Summary and Conclusions section!

“Ong of the major conclusions of this project, however, is that little is known of the
condition of water supply reservoirs and lakes, and their responses to management
techniques. There are few data regarding improvements in finished drinking water,
cspecially with regard to THM concentrations, following implementation of a particular
technique. It is only hypothesized that becausc algae, weeds, and scdiments appear Lo be
major THM precursor sources that their long-tcrm control through appropriate water
supply protection, management, and restoration will bring about significant reductions in
THM concentrations in finished drinking water.” (emphasis added)

Therefore, Cooke and Welch cited a report that was co-authored by Dr. Cooke which said
exactly the opposite of what was claimed in their expert report. Cooke and Carlson admitted in
1989 that they could not demonstrate that controlling algae would reduce THM concentrations in
treated drinking water which is a major conclusion of the Cooke and Welch (2008a) expert
report.

A recent publication on precisely this topic showed that little or no progress has been made
demonstrating a definitive connection between controlling algae and reducing THMs. A paper
by Bukaveckas et al. (2007) evaluated the complex inputs of DBP precursors into Taylorsville
Lake, Kentucky. One of the findings was a failure to correlatc THMFP with chlorophyll-a in
either the lake or its inflows. Bukaveckas et al. (2007) confirmed that there was no “causal”
connection that has been proven between inputs of nutrients, algae blooms and DBP production
and that no clear strategics to manage these inputs have been determined.
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“Watersheds experiencing agriculture, logging, or other activities that promote erosion
may receive clevated loadings of DBP precursors because of inputs of dissolved organic
carbon (DOC) and particulate organic carbon. Source water proximal to urban and
agricultural areas also receive elevated inputs of inorganic nutrients and experience
excessive phytoplankton blooms that may promote generation of precursors. Scientific
understanding of the links between watershed development and DBPs is poor in part
because few studies have considered precursor issues in the context of the ecosystem
processes. Pending regulations increase the urgency to address the ultimate questions of
why water sources vary widely in DBPFP [disinfection byproducts formation potential]
and how source waters and their catchments can be managed to reduce DBPs.” (emphasis
added) (Bukaveckas et al, 2007)

Application of Canadian DBP Model to Lake Tenkiller Utilities

On page 16, Cooke and Welch (2008a) introduced a “five variable model” that purported to
predict the probability of exceeding DBP “violation thresholds™ in tap water. The model was
based on the weather, water utility characteristics, sources and DOC concentrations of Canadian
utilities located in the province of Quebec, Canada. The model is based on a regression analysis
using information from the Canadian utilities. Sources of supply for the Canadian utilities
include lakes, rescrvoirs and rivers in a Canadian province that extends almost to the Arctic
Circle,

Cooke and Welch used this model without any evidence that it represented the conditions in the
IRW to supposedly predict that there was a 40% to 65% chance of exceeding the 80 ppb
“USEPA threshold” based on the TOC data from the CDM monitoring during the summer of
2006, Tt was inappropriate for Cooke and Welch to use a model that had not been verified as
applicable to the IRW (e.g., temperature ranges, sources of precursors, nature of natural organic
matter) to predict anything having to do with water served by utilities using Lake Tenkiller or the
Illinois River. Any conclusions based on the improper use of the Canadian model to predict any
DBP occurrence in the TRW should not be considered.

Comparison of Water Quality in Lake Tenkiller and Broken Bow Reservoir

In their report, Cooke and Welch (2008a) go 1o great pains to compare the trophic status of Lake
Tenkiller and Broken Bow Reservoir. They claim that Broken Bow Reservoir is “unproductive”
and that “The disposal of poultry waste on the extensive pasturcs in the Tenkiller watershed

contributes to the large diffcrences in water quality between these two rescrvoirs (Engel, 2008).”

The expert opinions in my report do not deal with the foundation for determining trophic status
of any reservoir, principal component analysis or the specific sources of phosphorus in the
watersheds. However, Cooke and Welch attempt to connect what they claim to be the higher
productivity of Lake Tenkiller to public health problems associated with DBPs. On page 16 in
the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report, they state,

“The high algal productivity of Tenkiller, and the associated production of THM
precursors by the algae, was caused by the high P concentration in Tenkiller water which
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in turn was caused by the high inflow of P into Tenkiller from the watershed. This has
led to a human health risk in drinking water of many residents along Tenkiller’s shores.™

On page 36 of the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report, the authors summarize their expert opinions:

“Eutrophic and hypereutrophic states in Tenkiller would lead to large, entirc-summer
algal blooms, particularly blue-green algae, severely impacted potable water and
associated human health risks from DBPs...”

Broken Bow Reservoir has been used by the plaintiffs’ experts as an example of a reservoir with
lowcer phosphorus inputs and a much higher quality of water than Lake Tenkiller. it is curious
that Cooke and Welch did not present in their report a comparison of raw water TOC and
distribution system values of TTHM and HAAS for water utilities serving water from the two
reservoirs. Two emails from Dr. Cooke made it clear that he knew that a comparison of DBP
levels in water from the two reservoirs was important and that he looked at the DBP levcels in tap
water served from a Broken Bow Reservoir utility. In onc email, he stated, “This list
summarizes what [ belicve 1 will need for my portion of the THM report: 1. All THM and
HAAS data for finished water for cach of the utilities on Tenkiller and Broken Bow...” In the
other email he stated, “1 am amazed at the very high THM values from Broken Bow. That
reservoir is supposed to be our reference rescrvoir.” A document produced by the plaintiffs to
defendants contains TTHM and HAAS data for the utility serving water from Broken Bow
Reservoir (Cooke and Welch 2008b).

TOC data from the ODEQ SDWIS website (ODEQ 2008a) from raw water withdrawn {rom
Broken Bow Reservoir averaged 2.7 mg/L over 6.7 years (January 2, 2002 1o October 6, 2008).
From the same data source, the average TOC value from 15 raw water sources for utilities using
Lake Tenkiller was 2,2 mg/L over a four to six ycar period (2004-2008 and 2002-2008
depending on the utility records), Figure 15 compares the TOC levels in Lake Tenkiiler with the
TOC levels in Broken Bow Rescrvoir. These data show high TOC values in water from a
supposedly low trophic status reservoir (Broken Bow) as compared to Lake Tenkiller which
Cooke and Welch claim is highly productive due to phosphorus inputs. A Mann-Whitney U
non-parametric statistical test confirmed that the two data sets arc different (p < 0.001). Median
TOC data from Lake Tenkiller were lower than median TOC data collected from Broken Bow
Reservoir.

The n-valucs for these two data sets are quite diffcrent. There is only one utility, Broken Bow
PWA, that draws water from Broken Bow Reservoir, treats it and distributes it to customers.
There are 15 water utilitics represented in the Lake Tenkiller TOC data set.
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One additional data set from a plaintifT expert can be used to compare TOC levels in these two
reservoirs. Olsen (2008) presented summarized TOC data for Lake Tenkiller on Table 9 of
Appendix C of his report and TOC data for Broken Bow Reservoir on his Table 15 of Appendix
C. Once again, there is a lot morc data from the Olsen (2008) data set for Lake Tenkiller (n =
293) than Broken Bow Reservoir (n = 4) and comparisons between the two data sets must be
interpreted carefully. However, Olsen must have thought that the four TOC values for Broken
Bow Reservoir were representative because he included them in his report without any qualifiers,
The average TOC values for these two data sets were 2.15 mg/L for Lake Tenkiller and 3.76
mg/L for Broken Bow Reservoir.

A comparison of DBP levels from utilities serving both reservoirs is illuminating. As previously
mentioned, Broken Bow PWA is the only community water systern that obtains its raw water
supply directly from Broken Bow Reservoir, treats that supply and distributes the water to
customers (retail and wholesale), Figures 16 and 17 comparc the TTEHM and HAAS values from
Broken Bow PWA with similar data from Lake Tenkiller water utilities. The TTHM and HAAS
data from Broken Bow PWA are clearly higher than the data from Lake Tenkiller utifities. A
Mann-Whitney U test found that there were significant differences for both TTHM and HAAS
between the two data sets, e.g., Lake Tenkiller and Broken Bow Reservoir (p <0.001). Visual
comparison of the data sets confirms the statistical interpretations.
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As noted previously in my report, Broken Bow PW A has been in almost continuous violation of
the TTHM or HAAS MCLs between 2002 and 2008.

On page 165 of Dr. Cooke’s deposition (Cooke 2008a), he stated:

“The answer is that what would you expect the quality of drinking water to be from water
withdrawn from a reservoir in the Ozark Highlands where all of the water should be
oligotrophic or at worst marginally mesotrophic, and the answer is you wouldn't find
disinfection byproducts in water like that unless it had become eutrophied.”

Water from Broken Bow Reservoir, which Dr. Cooke believes is oligotrophic, clearly contains
relatively high levels of TOC and produces significant levels of DBPs after chlorination.

Summary of Cooke and Welch Opinions on DBPs

Therefore, the plaintiffs’ expert contentions that lower phosphorus inputs to Broken Bow
Reservoir resulted in lower algal productivity and lower TFHM precursors (as measured by TOC
in this example) is not supported by the Cooke and Welch data. The reservair with the lower
trophic status (according to the plaintiffs’ experts) actually had higher levels of TOC.

From the Cooke and Welch (2008a) report, page 35: “Tenkiller's watcrshed has 1,917 active
poultry houses, in contrast to 248 in Broken Bow's walershed.” Apparently, there is no
discernable impact of the higher number of poultry houses on the occurrence of TOC in the two
comparable reservoirs. Also, there is no discernable impact of the number of poultry houses on
the levels of DBPs in utilities serving drinking water from Lake Tenkiller versus Broken Bow
Reservoir. In fact, the watershed with the fewest poultry houses (248 for Broken Bow and 1,917
for IRW, or a factor of 7.7 times lowcr for Broken Bow) produced the highest TOC levels and
the highest levels of DBPs.

Therefore, the comparative trophic status of Lake Tenkiller and Broken Bow Reservoir
has nothing to do with either the TOC levels in the two reservoirs or the DBP levels in
water scrved by utilities using these reservoirs, The central thesis of Cooke and Welch
(2008a) connecting poultry litter application o DBP levels has been disproved. Attempts by the
plaintiffs to contend that more poultry houses in a watershed produced more DBF precursors and
higher levels of TTHM and HAAS in utilities scrving that water to customers should not be
considered.

Teaf Expert Report—DDBPs

In his expert report, Teaf (2008a) stated on page 22,

“Omne human health risk associated with the spreading of poultry waste on agricultural
fields in large quantities, with associated runoff, is related to the formation of potentially
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carcinogenic substances that may occur in treated drinking water supplies (Cooke and
Welch, 2008).”

As demonstrated in the previous section, Cooke and Welch did not demonstrate any association
between the spreading of poultry litter and levels of DBPs in tap water.

Sources of DBPs and Qrganic Matter

On page 23, Teaf (2008a) made the same mistake made by Cooke and Welch (2008a) by
attributing all of the organic materials that contributed to the formation of DBPs to runoff from
fields where poultry litter had been applied and to the increased productivity of the river and
reservoir caused by algae biooms stimutated by higher phosphorus levels. He ignored important
sources of organic carbon as noted on Figure 3 in my report that includes natural organic matter
from leaves, soil and other naturally occurring organics and the presence of DBP precursors in
the organic fraction discharged by wastewater treatment plants,

On page 24, Teal (2008a) stated, “The formation of DBPs is correlated significantly with the
content of dissolved organics in raw water...” Teaf dramatically oversimplifics the role played
by TOC in production of DBPs, As already stated in my report, the production of TTHM and
HAAS is based on far more than just the organic material in the water. Figure 18 shows that raw
water TOC data from the 296 ICR utilities is NOT correlated with TTHM concentrations in the
treatment plant finished water across the U.S, (McGuire and Graziano 2002). The reason for this
lack of correlation is important and easy to explain. Those utilitics in the U.S. that had high
levels of TOC in their sources of supply made treatment changes that mitigated the production of
THMs in their distribution systems so that they could comply with the DBP regulation. Also,
many of the treatment and distribution systems used by the 500 ICR plants were quite different
and produced different DBP levels even if the raw water TOC levels were similar. For example,
utilities with relatively low TOC produced high levels of TTHM most likely due to high doses of
chlorine and long contact times.
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Later on page 24 of his report, Teaf (2008a) attempts to connect the spreading of poultry litter
with high levels of DBPs. As did Cook and Welch, Teaf fails to make the conncction using real
data [rom the IRW watershed and utilities treating water from the Illinois River and Lake
Tenkiller. Instead he attempts to make the connection citing other studies, which proposed that
elevated nutrient inputs were related to DBP production in other watcrsheds and treatment plants.
He strings together a list of suppositions and unsubstantiated statements to try to prove his
argument. He failed to prove any connection between the spreading of poultry litter in the IRW
and levels of DBPs in water utility distribution systems in the IRW.

Errors Comparing DBP Data with MCLs, MCLGys and Chloroform Risk Based Screening
Level

On page 26, Teal (2008a) gives a synopsis of the Stage 1 and 2 DBP rules. He correctly lists the
MCLs and MCLGs [or DBPs regulated under the Stage 2 DBPR. However, he then lists “...the
following restrictive watcr concentrations were identified by USEPA (2006¢) as being necessary
to meet the standard regulatory benchmark of 1-in-one million cancer risk...” Teaf’s statement
is incorrect. There is no mention of utilities having to meet a one-in-one-million cancer risk in
any part of the Stage | or Stage 2 DBPRs or supporting documentation. Also, water utilities are
not required o comply with the concentrations listed for TTHM and HAAS MCLGs. MCLGs

are goals only.
In Teaf"s deposition (Teaf 2008c, page 393), he again identifies the MCLG as a regulatory limit:

“Q T want to go through the columns [Table T1] and clear up a few things for me. |
know you've testified about this extensively yesterday and I'm trying not to plow the
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same ground, Under chloroform, there are two columns. There's the MCLG of 70
micrograms per liter; right?

A Yes.

Q Excuse me. [s that a regulatory limit?

A For chloroform?

Q Yes, sir.

A Yes,

Q It's a regulatory limit that cannot be exceeded in treated water?

A The MCLG and the MCL. in the case of chloroform are equivalent to one another.”

As mentioned many times in my expert report, water utilities are required to meet MCLs based
on the monitoring requirements and calculation methodologies incorporated in the regulation.
Meeting MCLs is the foundation for compliance with primary drinking water regulations under
the Safe Drinking Water Act. The MCLG and the MCL in the case of chloroform are absolutely
NOT equivalent to one another. Teaf's assertion that utilities must comply with numbers, goals
and levels other than MCLs is flatly wrong.

Teafl (2008a) carries his mistake forward when he introduccs the “risk-based screcning level for
chloroform” at 0.17 ppb. He misuses the screening level for chloroform which was developed
by the USEPA along with the other (more than 100) screening levels to determine relative risks
associated from exposure to environmental contaminants at hazardous waste disposal sitcs
(USEPA 2007a). In other words, the 0.17 ppb risk-based screening level would normally be
compared to chloroform levels in residential water that is contaminated with chloroform that
resulted from the illegal or uncontrolled disposal of hazardous wastes containing chloroform
(along with other chemicals). The 0.17 ppb screening level was never recommended to be
compared to chloroform values associated with drinking water chlorination, As stated
previously in my report, regulation of THMs (including chloroform) is bascd on a balancing of
risk that includes the benefits associated with climination of microbial disease by chlorination of
drinking water (Murphy and Craun 1999).

On page 34 of the Background document for the screening levels (USEPA 2007a), the USEPA
authors stated problems that have been noted in the misuse of the risk-bascd screening levels:

“Potential Problems:

As with any risk-based tool, the potential exists for misapplication. In most cases the
root cause will be a lack of understanding of the intended use of the screening levels
table. Tn order to prevent misuse of screening levels, the following should be avoided:

»  Applying screening levels to a site without adequately developing a conceptual
site model that identifies relevant exposure pathways and exposure scenarios,

« Not considering background concentrations when choosing screcning levels.

e Use of screening levels as cleanup levels without the consideration of other
relevant criteria...” (USEPA 2007a)

The intention of this quoted list of problems is ¢lcar, but Teaf (2008a) pays no attention to the
limitations embodicd in the “Potential Problems™ list.
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Furthcr, the screening level values were never anticipated to be regulatory limits under any
circumstances. Clearly stated on page 2 of the background document is a caution against the
improper use of the tabulated values. “The table was not generated to represent action levels or
cleanup levels but rather as a technical tool,” Teaf ignores this caution and misuses the
chloroform 0.17 ppb screening level.

Teaf compounds his lack of understanding of DBP regulatory history and practice when he stated
at the bottom of page 27 (Teal 2008a), “Stated simply, if risks of this magnitude were found at a
wasle disposal site or an industrial contamination site, in my experience they would require
attention and remediation.” He betrays his ignorance of drinking water treatment and regulatory
compliance by comparing waste disposal site risk analyses with drinking water regulatory
practices by the USEPA and state primacy agencies.

The incorrect and non-scientitic basis that Teaf used to compare the chloroform risk-based
screening level of 0.17 ppb with chloroform concentrations in drinking water served by IRW-
based water utilities was improper and should not be considered.

Error Comparing THMFP and TTHM Data

On page 28, Teal (2008a) discussed THMFP results collected by COM. Teaf’s Table T3 (Teaf

2008a) summarizes the THMFP results from five of the twelve locations sampled by CDM. Teaf
states, ©...71% of the resuits (57/80) showed values [of THMFP] in excess of the TTHM MCL at
twelve locations along the lllinois River and in Lake Tenkiller.” A footnote to Table T3 refers to
average THMFP data in the body of the table and states, “*Exceeds EPA drinking watcr standard

of 80 pg/L for Total Trihalomethanes.”
Teaf (2008¢) stated in his deposition on page 380 in answer to a question:

“Q All right. Now, tell me what does trihalomethane-forming potential tell you about the
raw water source sample.

A 1t tells you the inherent ability of that water to form trihalomethanes upon a normal
chlorination process.” (emphasis added)

It is completely improper for Teaf to compare THMFP values with the TTHM MCL. Such a
basic mistake demonstrates a lack of understanding of what THMFP means and how it is used by
water quality professionals. The THMFP value is determined by a specific analytical method
(APHA 2008), A large dose of chlorine is added to a sample of water so that a chlorine residual
of more than 3 mg/L. can be detected after seven days at a temperature of 23 degrees C and a pH
of 7.0. The chlorine dose could be 6 to 10 mg/L, to achieve a greater than 3 mg/L chlorine
residual after seven days. These testing conditions do NOT represent a “normal chlorination
process.” They are designed to accelerate the production of THMs to give an indication of
organic and inorganic (bromide) precursor levels in the raw water.
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Cooke and Welch (2008a, page 16) also mistakenly compared THMFP with the TTHM standard
stating, “All nine utilities had a THMFP in excess of the THM violation standard of 80 pg/L set
by the USEPA.”

THMEFP is reported as chloroform equivalents. As summarized from APHA (2008), the formula
for calculating THMFP as chloroform cquivalents is:

THMFP = A +(.728B + 0.574C + 0.472D
where:
A = pg /L chloroform
B = pg /L. bromodichloromethanc
C = pg /L dibromochloromethane
D = ug/L bromoform

As noted, the concentrations of each of the three THMs other than chloroform are converted to
an equivalent chloroform concentration by multiplying the analytical concentrations of cach by a
ratio of the molecular weight of chloroform to the molecular weight of that compound.

TTHM which is used to determine compliance with the MCL is calculated by summing the pg/L
concentrations of the four THM components without any conversion to equivalent chloroform
concentrations. Therefore, the basis for calculating TTHM and THMFP are completely different
and cannot be compared. However, Teaf (2008a) madc an even more fundamental mistake when
he compared THMFP values with TTHM data collected from a distribution system as part of
TTHM regulatory compliance.

On page 35 of a book devoted to DBPs, Xie (2004) stated categorically:

“Formation potential test [THMFP] is a procedure to ¢valuate the DBIP precursors rather
than the formation of DBPs in finished water.. .However, the DBP formation potential
results cannot be used to estimate the DBP formation under actual chlorination
conditions.” (¢cmphasis added)

THMFP is a measure of the potential for a water sample to form trihalomethancs under extreme
chlorination conditions in a laboratory environment. Comparing THMFP values of raw water
with the TTHM MCL or levels in a utility distribution system is completely improper and an
egregious crror. Any conclusions or expert opinions from Teaf that are based on his comparison
of THMFP data and the TTHM MCL should be ignored.

Error with OWRB Surface Water Criteria

On page 28 of his report, Teat (2008a) states:
“Also found in that eriterion is QAC 28 785:45-5-10(5) (B) which states: ‘These waters
shall be maintained so that they will not be wxic, carcinogenic, mutagenic, or teratogenic

to humans’ (OAC, 2007). The reported TTHM and HAASs concentrations detected in
IRW waters clearly demonstrate that this criterion is not being met.”
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Teaf’s claim is wrong. If it were true, every drinking water utility in Oklahoma that adds a
disinfectant to its water would be in violation of that criterion.

A more careful look at the OWRD surface water criteria (OWRB 2008) shows, on page 13, a
requircment to meet numerical criteria to protect beneficial uses of public and private water
supplies:

#785:45-5-10. Public and private water supplics

The following criteria apply to surface waters of the state having the designated beneficial use of
Public and Private Water Supplics:

(1} Raw water numerical criteria. For surface water designated as public and private water
supplies, the numerical critetia for substances identified under the "Public and Private Water
Supply (Raw Water)" column in Table 2 of Appendix G of this Chapter shall not be exceeded.”

The introduction to Appendix G states:
“APPENDIX G. NUMERICAL CRITERIA TO PROTECT BENEFICIAL USES

(a) Introduction. This Appendix prescribes numerical limits for certain criteria which are
necessary to protect beneficial uses as and wherever designated... Table 2 prescribes the numerical
limils thatl cannot be exceeded for certain substances or parameters in order Lo protect beneficial
uscs and subcategories as sel forth in QAC 785:45-5-10(1), 785:45-5-10(6), 785:45-5-12(1)(6),
and 785:45-5-20.7

An inspection of their Table 2 in Appendix G shows a long list of organic and inorganic
compounds with criteria (and numerical limits), such as benzidine (0.001 mg/L), endrin (0.0002
mg/L), arsenic (0.04 mg/L) and mercury (0.002 mg/L). Chioroform is listed on the table but
there is no numerical limit listed for protection of “Public and Private Water Supply (Raw
Water).” Clearly, if OWRB had intended to protect consumers of drinking water from DBPs
they would have included a numerical limit for chloroform which is one of the major
components of THMs, They did not include chloroform for the simple reason that neither
OWRB general nor specific criteria were intended to address public health protection associated
with disinfection byproducts. As an Oklahoma state agency, OWRB is undoubtedly well aware
that another State agency, ODEQ, is responsible for regulation of drinking water in Oklahoma to
protect public health. The USEPA regulations adopted by ODEQ and already discussed at
length in my report provide that regulatory function.

Teaf (2008a) has clearly mischaracterized the intent and actual application of OAC 28 785:43-5-
10(5)}B).

Summary of Teaf Opinions

On page 35, Teaf (2008a) summarized his opinion on the risks of DBPs:

“Ingreases in nutrients (e.g., phosphorus) related to the land disposal of poultry waste have
resulted in eutrophication and increased algal growth broadly in the lliinois River
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Watershed, including Lake Tenkiller. Thesc increased levels of algac and other forms of
waltcrborne organic carbon combine with the normal drinking water disinfection process to
produce potentially dangerous Disinfection Byproducts, such as trihalomethanes (THMs)
and haloacetic acids (HAAS5s). Routine and specific sampling results have identified levels
of THMs and HAASs in drinking water distribution systems that withdraw water from the
Ilinois River Watershed, and these levels represent an imminent and substantial
endangerment 1o human health.”

It is hard to state strongly enough how incerrect and untrue his conclusion is. As stated in my
report upon reviewing the data analyses and conclusions by Cooke and Welch and Tcaf, these
authors made improper comparisons between DBP values in IRW utility systems and DBP
“threshold concentrations™ that were created by them.

As already demonstrated in a previous section of my report, the levels of TOC in lllinois River
and Lake Tenkiller water are not unusual when compared to TOC levels in hundreds of utilities
across the U7.S. that have had no impact from poultry litter application in their watersheds, Also,
the levels of TTHM and HAAS in IRW water utility systems were not very different from
‘TTHM and HAAS levels in hundreds of water utilities nationwide.

ft is irresponsible for Teaf (2008a) to state that *...these levels [of DBPs] represent an imminent
and substantial endangerment to human health.” 1f Teaf was correct, the ODEQ would be forced
to issue notices of *do not drink™ and “do not use™ to consumers of this water. 1f Teaf was
correct and the ODEQ did not take any action, the USEPA would step in and issue a “do not use™
advisory to all consumers of water from IRW utilities. Teaf is obviously wrong. Neither ODEQ
nor USEPA have issued such advisories. Levels of DBPs produced by IRW utilitics do NOT
represent an “imminent and substantial endangerment to human health.”

King Expert Report—DBPs

Error Understanding DBP Regulations

King (2008a) bases his opinion that remediation of the drinking water treatment plants is needed
on his incorrect assessment that the utilities running these plants are violating DBP MCLs at an
elevated level—20% to 30%. It appears that most of his information on the health risks
associated with DBP occurrence was gleaned from the reports by Cooke and Welch (2008a) and
Teaf (2008a). As already demonstrated, neither Cooke and Welch nor Teaf understand how
DBPs are regulated or which DBP regulation is currently in foree. King illustrates his own lack
of understanding regarding DBP regulations on pages 142 and 143 of his deposition when he
states that the Stage 2 DBPR is in force (King 2008b).

As explained several times in my report, the Stage 1 DBPR is currently in force and the Stage 2
DBPR will not be effcctive for systems serving <50,000 people until after 2013. If a utility was
in violation of the Stage 1 DBPR, it would have to notify both the ODEQ and its consumers
through its annual CCR. King does not understand the regulatory requirements under the Stage |
and 2 DBPRs and has no basis for concluding that additional treatment is needed,
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No Need for Remediation of Water Treatment Plants in the IRW

As stated on page 28-29 of my report, there are three IRW utilities that need to modify their
treatment processes to come into compliance with the Stage 1 DBPR (i.e., Cherokec Co RWD
#13, East Central OK and Gore PWA), All of the other IRW utilities have successfully installed
simple technologies or adjusted existing treatment methods to achieve low DBP levels.

Discontinuation of poultry litter applications on fields in the IRW will have no cffect on the
ability of these three utilities to comply with the Stage 1 or Stage 2 DBPRs, These three utilities
must install better TOC removal and move their points of chlorination just as the other utilities in
the IRW have done to control the existing, background levels of TOC in the IRW water supplies.
Therefore, there is no needed remediation of water treatment plants associated with poultry litter
applications in the IRW.

Error with Treatment Costs for Water Treatment Planis in the IRW

King (2008a) includes in his list of IRW utilities, Cherokee County RWD #11. This utility
purchases treated water from Tahlequah PWA. King was wrong to include Cherokee County
RWD #11 in his analysis. As a water system purchasing treated water from Tahlequah PWA,
Cherokee County RWD #11 would not incur any costs to modify treatment of that water source
because they are NOT providing any treatment of the Tahlequah purchased water. Cherokee
County RWD #11 has another water source that it does treat and distribute to its customers—
Double Spring Creek, which is outside of the IRW. Double Spring Creek is a tributary 10 Fort
Gibson Lake which is a watershed adjacent to the IRW. Therefore, none of his so-called
remediation costs for Cherokee County RWD #11 should ever be considered in this lawsuit.

On page 30 of the King (2008a) report, he stated that treatment would be required at the five
“Riverine” water treatment facilities:

“Costs — Costs of this technology were estimated based on US EPA published estimates
provided as part of the Fedcral Register when the disinfection byproduct rule was
promulgated (FR Vol 71, No. 2, January 4, 2006 p. 456), Costs were cscalated from 2003
dollars to 2008 dollars using the Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index
History. Four watcr teeatment plants (WTPs) used the 1llinois River for source water
whilc one WTP used Baron Fork Creek. Capital costs for all five WTPs were estimated at
a total of $220 million; annual costs were estimated to be $19 million in aggregate; and
the total present worth cost over 30 years for this technology was estimated at $452
million.” (emphasis added)

For the fourteen utilitics using water from Lake Tenkiller, King (2008a) stated on page 31 his
opinion on the need for additional treatment at those walcr treatment plants:

“Costs —Costs of this technology were estimated based on US EPA published estimates
provided as part of the Federal Register when the disinfection byproduct rule was
promulgated (FR Vol 71, No. 2, January 4, 2006 p. 456). Costs were cscalated from 2003
dollars to 2008 dollars using the Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index
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Flistory, Fourteen water treatment plants (WTPs) use Lake Tenkiller for source water.
Capital costs for all fourteen WTPs were estimated at a total of $233 million; annual
costs were estimated to be $28 million in aggregate; and the total present worth cost over
30 years for this technology was estimated at $583 million.” (emphasis added)

Therefore, according to King, the total prescnt worth (over 30 years) for treatment upgrades to
the riverine and lake water treatment facilities would be $1,035 million. Spending over one
billion dollars to install water treatment plant upgrades to control DBPs in 19 (actually 18)
relatively small water treatment plants is incredibly expensive and way out of line with other
Stage | and Stage 2 DBP regulation compliance costs. According to the ODEQ SDWIS web
sitc, 48,820 people are served by the 19 (should be 18) IRW water utilities. That means that the
30 year net present vatue would be $21,200 per person which is an astonishing number and far
above what was predicted for compliance costs for U.S. water utilities under the Stage 2 DBPR
(USEPA 2006). The following section explores the mistake that King made to come up with his
cost estimate,

As noted in the above quotes from King (2008a), he obtained his treatment costs from page 456
of the January 4, 2006, Federal Register, which contained the final Stage 2 DPBR. Table 11
teproduces the portion of Table VI.D-7 from page 456 that King referenced and used in his
calculations (USEPA 2006).
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Tables 7 and 8 from the King (2008a) report summarized his cost calculations for the riverine
and lake water utilities, respectively. T will use Adair Co RWD #5 as an example to show his
calculations. From the table on page 456 of the Federal Register, King sclected a median “unit”
compliance cost for a utility serving surface water to 500-999 people of $3.78 millton in capital
costs and $0.61 million in annual O&M costs (both values circled in red on Table 11). He then
multiplied both numbers by 1.2085 which he claimed accounted for the increase in the
Engineering News-Record construction cost escalation between 2003 and 2008. Multiplying an
O&M cost by a construction cost escalation factor is a problem in itself, but there were far more
serious mistakes made by King.

After his cost escalation adjustment for the Adair Co RWID #5 example, he arrived at a “unit”
capital cost of $4.57 million and a “unit” O&M cost of $0.74 million. “Unit” costs in this
context means the cost to install or operate treatment to meet the Stage 2 DBPR in ONE
treatment plant. These values can be found on Table 7 in his report. The problem with his
calculation is that the costs he took off of the table on page 456 of the Federal Register were
NOT “unit” costs. These costs were the ENTIRE NATIONAL COMPLIANCE COSTS for
utilities across the U.S, that fell into that population category. In other words, the capital costs
for ALL community water systems in the U.S. using surface water in the population-scrved
range of 500 to 999 people was estimated by the USEPA to cost $3.78 million (value circled in
red on my Table 11). This is a mistake by King of such immense magnitude that it is difficult
for me to describe or for the reader of my report to appreciate.

So there is no misunderstanding the size of the mistake made by King, the rcader will note that
on Table VI.D-7 on page 465 of the Federal Register (USEPA 2006) that the TOTAL
CAPITAL COST FOR THE STAGE 2 DBPR FOR THE ENTIRE U.8, was estimated to be
$842.98 million. The total capital costs presented by King were $433 million for 18 small
treatment plants, The document referenced in the footnote to Table VI.D-7 on page 465 of the
Federal Register details how the numbers on the table were determined (USEPA 2003a), On
page 7-27 of the referenced document (USEPA 2005a) arc the two tables that contained the unit
treatment costs for different population categories—7.10a Capital Unit Costs ($/Plant) for
CWS Surface Water Plants and 7.10b Annual O&M Unit Costs ($/Plant/Year) for CWS Surface
Water Plants.

Appendix J (USEPA 2005b) of the cost document contains the same tablc as shown on page 456
of the Federal Register. In Appendix J, the title of the table is specific: Exhibit J.1a Total
Stage 2 DBPR Capital and O&M Costs — PWSs,

We¢ can get some insight into how King could have made such an incredible mistake by
reviewing his deposition. On pages 199 to 200 of his deposition (King 2008b), the following
question and answer exchanges took place:

“Q Okay. The EPA document that you're referring to is a Federal Register, Volume 71,
No. 2, January 4, 2006. It's referenced on Page 30 of your report.

A Yep.

Q Okay. Who told you to use that section?
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A Jana (sic) Skadsen found that for me.

Q What's Jana's background?

A She's a water treatment plant operator, retired from the City of Ann Arbor and
currently works for us [CDM].

Q Okay. Did you have to perform any calculations with respect to the information
contained in the Federal Register, Volume 71, Number 22

A I believe I read directly off the table and multiplied it by the number of users.

() Okay.

A Or, actually [ might have taken the number of users and then just plugged in the
number.

THE REPORTER: I'm sorry,

(Q Okay.

A Looked at the number of users for a particular plant and read the associated costs as
part of the area capital output volume.

Q Okay. And you were provided with a number of users of each of those plants?
A Yes, sir.

Q Where did you get that information?

A Boy,  don't recall. That should be in the g-mail records, though.”

King was obviously not familiar with the DBP regulation in the Federal Register and asked
Janice Skadsen on the CDM staff to pull out the relevant cost information. Because he did not
know what the table on page 456 meant, he mistakenly assumed that the numbers on the table
were unit costs instead of national compliance costs. Regardless of how he made the mistake,
his cost calculations are totally wrong and should not be considered for any purpose.

Even if King had not made the incredible calculation mistakes detailed in this section of my
report, any costs that he came up with would have been irrclevant. As stated previously in my
report as part of my rebuttal of the Cooke and Welch (2008a) and Teaf (2008a) reports, there is
no need to cure “human health concerns™ associated with DBPs in water served by IRW water
utilities taking water from the Illinois River or Lake Tenkiller. Thercfore, there are no costs
because no injury has been demonstrated by Cooke and Welch, Teaf or King.

Mistake with Population Categories

As an important footnote to the mistakes King (2008a) made in calculating costs, King used the
wrong population cost categories from the table on page 456 of the Federal Register in four
cases. Tabie 12 lists all 19 of the utilities for which he evaluated costs and identified the
populations served for each based on data from the ODEQ. In the adjoining column is the
population category that he used in miscalculating the compliance costs for IRW utilities. Four
of the utilitics were miscategorized according to their populations served. Obviously, there was
no quality control exercised over King's calculation method, his data source or his water utility
populations served.
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Table 12. Population Categories Uscd by King and Associated Errors

Populatlon Category Used by
Water Wility Name Population Served* * King) From p. 466 FR
Adair o RWD 5 950 500-399
Burnt Cabln RWD 118 100-499
Cherokes GO 2 (Keys) 1,239 1,000-3,299
Charokes CO 11 3,088 i 4D0DBDG i
Chrakes GO RWD 13 2,120 1,000-3,299
East Gentral OK 1.200 1,000-3,25%
Fin Faather Resort 150 100-459
Flint Ridge RWD 1,300 1,000-3,299
GORE PWA 1,688 1,000-3,299
LRED {Chicken Creek) 302 100-499
LRED {Lakawood) 250 100-499
LRED (Wiideat) 250 100-499
LRED {Weoadhaven) 200 100-499
Patit MT Water 90 i 100:499)
Seguoyah Co RWD 5 1,075 1,000-3,299
Sequoyah County Water Asso 15,719 H 50.000-99,99
Tahlaguah PWA 18,431 ‘66, 000% 8 gag =
Tenkiller Aqua Park 150 100-499
‘Tenkiler Utlity Co 500 500-995
Total 48,820

rSource: ODEQ SDWIS web site, http:/sdwis.deq.state.ok us/index.|sp

a Includes retail and whaolasale population served
Note: Shaded cells indicate an Incorrect population range ehosen by King

McGuire Expert Opinion #1--DBPs

It is my opinion, based on a reasonable degree of scientific certainty, that application of poultry
litter to fields in the IRW has no discernable impact on the levels of total organic carbon in [IRW
waters. The production of trihalomethancs and haloacetic acids in water served by utilities
providing drinking water from Lake Tenkiller and the Illinois River cannot be linked to the
application of poultry litter in the [IRW. The only DBP MCL compliance problems in the IRW
are associated with three utilities (out of 18) and are caused by ineffective design or operation of
their treatment facilities and not poultry litter. 1t is also my opinion that there is no imminent and
substantial cndangerment to human health associated with disinfection by-products in drinking
water served by IRW utilities.
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